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Current Topics. 


The New Judge. 

Ir NEEDS no prophetic instinct to divine that the appointment 
of the new judge is likely to be made during the present week 
or else to be postponed until after Ohristmas; but up to the 
time of going to press no announcement had reached us. 


The Senior Judge of the Chancery Division. 

Some rpg of the changes which have recently occurred on the 
bench of the Chancery Division may be gathered from the fact 
that Mr. Justice Joycg, after seven years’ tenure only of office, 
has succeeded to the post of senior judge of that division. 


The President of the Law Society. 

Mz. E. K. Biyrn’s many friends will be glad to know that he 
is recovering very satisfactorily from the operation he recently 
underwent, and there is every reason to hope that he will before 
long be able to resume his duties in better health than for some 
time past. 


The Land Registry. 

In May, 1906, a Royal Commission was appointed to inqui 
into the expediency of instituting in Scotland a system of 
registration of title. The Commission took evidence in Edin- 
burgh in the early part of November instant. They have 
arranged to hold a meeting in London on Monday next, the 
2nd of December, to examine witnesses on the working of the 
compulsory system which has been on trial as an experiment in 
the County of London since January, 1899. The witnesses 
summoned include Messrs. T. Cyprian Witiiams and B. L. 
Cuerry, counsel, and Messrs. O, M. Banxen, C. F. J. 
Jzennines, and J. 8. Rusensrety, solicitors. 


The New Hebrides Convention. 

Tue FINAL proclamation of the New Hebrides Convention 
still hangs fire. An Order in Council has recently been issued 
to provide for the exercise of the King’s jurisdiction in the New 
Hebrides in accordance with the terms of the Anglo-French 
Convention. But the Convention has been the subject of 
further negotiations between the two Governments, the result 
of which is embodied in a note published in the London Gazette 
along with the Order in Council, From this note it appears 
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that certain articles of the Convention (which are merely 
enumerated in the note) are not to be promulgated until 
the judges of the joint court have entered on their duties. 
These judges are not yet even appointed. On turning 
to the articles enumerated as to be postponed for the 
present, the reason for the postponement is clear. The 
articles postponed chiefly concern the jurisdiction of, and the 
law to be applied by, the joint court. This shews that the 
tangle, which some time ago was foreseen by unofficial 
critics of the Convention as the inevitable result of the 
attempt to make land and other property in the islands 
governed by the national law of the owner for the time being, 
has not yet been unravelled. How can rights in land be 

verned to-day by French law, to-morrow by English law, and 
the day after by Scottish law? Yet this is the system that the 
Convention proposes to bring into existence. It seems to be 
— that the new judges, when appointed, may find a practic- 
able solution. Meanwhile the question of land claims—the 
chief raison d’étre of the Convention being entered into—is no 
nearer settlement. We venture to think that the problem of 
os property rights in the New Hebrides will not be 
solved until a properly constructed body of local law is con- 
stituted, binding all owners of property which, according to 
civilized jurisprudence, is usually subject to the Jer loci as 
distinguished from the /ex domicili: of the owner. 


The Recreations of Lawyers. 

In an obituary notice of the late Mr. Justice Kexewion it is 
stated that the learned judge was a keen sportsman, that he 
took a great interest in deer stalking and grouse shooting, went 
out salmon fishing last summer in Scotland, and was golfing a 
few days before his death. When it is remembered that Sir 
Arrtaur, in the days of his youth, was a diligent student and 
obtained high university honours, and that his practice as a 
junior barrister was one of the largest at the Chancery Bar, we 
may well be surprised at the energy which found time for these 
varied pursuits, and we may be disposed to think very little of 
the excuses of those who declare that they are too busy to think 
of exercise and recreation. It is true that in the case of the large 
number.of lawyers who are occupied in London, the increase in 
the size of the metropolis has added to the difficulty of reachin 
a suitable place for outdoor amusements, while the crowd 
state of the streets is a serious interference with the ordinary 
pedestrian. The judge or busy lawyer who recognizes the need 
of exercise must devise some mode of taking it unknown to his 
ancestors, who could mount their horses, or seek their gardens, 
immediately after leaving their labours. The London student 
in the face of these obstacles must be encouraged by the 
example of those who in earlier days resorted to ingenious 
contrivances in order to obtain some healthy relaxation from 
their labours. We read that Paravivs, an eminent theologian, 
who prepared a work of the most profound and extensive erudi- 
tion, used, at the end of every second hour of his work, to twist 
his chair for five minutes; that Cardinal Ricnetrev, always 
addicted to violent exercises, was discovered jumping with his 
servant to try who could reach the highest side of a wall; and 
that among the Jesuits it was a standing rule of the Order that, 
after an application to study for two hours, the mind of the 
student should be unbent by some relaxation, however trifling. 
Bearing these examples in mind, we may hope that in the future 
there will be no person of whom it may be said, as of Sir 
Epwarp Ooxg, that, like many great lawyers, he was so com- 
pletely a lawyer as to be nothing else. 


Professional Etiquette and Lay Clients. 

Ir 18 not surprising, perhaps, that lay clients should not always 
see the advantage or convenience of the rules of etiquette which 
govern the relation of the two branches of the profession, and 
it has been held by Parxer, J., in Re Harrison (reported else- 
where) that the lay client is not directly bound by them, The 


rules are only binding, so far as they are binding at all, as 
between members of the profession, and if a solicitor, in pur- | 
suance of the rules, briefs a particular counsel, whom the lay 
client has instructed him not to brief, the consequent expense | 
must, 8» the learned judge decided, be disallowed on taxation. The 
quertion arose upon resolution 20 of the resolutions printed in 
the Annual Practice (1908, Vol. ii., p. 740), and stated to have 





been prepared by the Bar Council, and approved by the 
Attorney-General and the Council of the Law Society. The 
resolution lays down the rule that counsel who has drawn plead. 
ings or advised during the course of an action shall be entitled 
to a brief at the trial. The solicitors proposed to deliver a brief on 
the trial of an action to a counsel who had advised ip 
the course of it, but the lay clients objected to his being 
employed on the ground that his opinion had been unfavourable 
to their case. The solicitors, however, insisted that they were 
bound by the above rule, and they employed the counsel objected 
to by the lay clients. If the lay clients ultimately acquiesced, 
they acquiesced, so Parker, J., held, in consequence of the 
solicitors’ representation that they were bound to employ him, 
In fact, however, as already stated, resolution 20 is not binding 
on the lay client, and the employment of the particular counsel 
was not authorized by the clients, who were, therefore, not 
bound to pay his fees. A solicitor, the learned judge pointed 
out, has, under such circumstances, other courses open to him 
than to disregard his client’s wishes. He should explain the rule of 
etiquette to his client, and point out that an outside counsel, 
on learning the facts, will in all probability return the brief, or, 
if the circumstances justify so extreme a course, he can throw u 

his retainer, and then—though the learned judge did not add 
this—it might be difficult for the client to find another solicitor 
to act for him. These indirect methods of bringing pressure to 
bear on the client may be effectual, and they do not involve the 
solicitor in personal liability. It may also be added that counsel 
would in all probability be willing to waive his right under 
resolution 20 upon a proper representation being made to him. 


Pledging by a Mercantile Agent. 


Tue pxctsion of the Court of Appeal in Oppenheimer y, 
Attenborough & Son (reported elsewhere), affirms very emphatically 
the statutory authority to pledge which is conferred by section 
2 of the Factors Act, 1889, on a mercantile agent. The section 
provides that, where a mercantile agent is, with the consent of 
the owner, in possession of goods, any sale, pledge, or other 


ordinary course of business of a mercantile agent, shall be as 
valid as if he were expressly authorized by the owner to make 
the same. The statutory authority is, therefore, subject to the 
qualification that when the transaction takes place, the person 
pledging the goods must be acting “in the ordinary course of 
business of a mercantile agent.” But this is satisfied if a 
pledge by a mercantile agent generally would, under 
the circumstances, be in the ordinary course of business. The 
pledgee does not lose the benefit of the statute because the 
particular agent is subject, by the custom of his trade or other- 
wise, to a restriction against pledging. In Oppenheimer y, 
Attenborough & Son the plaintiff was a diamond merchant who 
had entrusted parcels of diamonds to a broker for sale to 
specified buyers. The broker pledged some of them with the 
defendants, who took in good faith. The plaintiff attempted to 
establish a custom in the diamond trade that, when merchants 


and did not employ a broker. But knowledge of such a custom 
was not brought home to the defendants, and Cuanneztt, J, 
(1907, 1 K. B. 510), before whom the case first came, and 
the Court of Appeal, declined to allow this as a reason 
for enabling the plaintiff to escape from the Act. “I am 
clearly of opinion,” said CaannexL, J., “that the expression 
‘in the ordinary course of business of a mercantile agent, 
means ‘a mercantile agent,’ and not ‘the mercantile agent’ 
which that particular man happened to be—in other veal a 
mercantile agent independently of the particular goods with 
which he deals.” And, on appeal, Lord Atversrong, C.J., put 
still more strongly the view that pledging is directly authorized 





should be acting in the transaction as a mercantile agent would 


mercantile agent to sell or pledge, except that the tr i 

must take place in the ordinary course of business. The 

Pledging was of this nature in the present case, and com 
muy 


‘ peque’ 


disposition of the goods, made by him when acting in the. 


the title of the defendants prevailed. 






required advances on diamonds, they procured them themselves, — 


by the statute. The words “acting in the ordinary course of © 
business of a mercantile agent’ meant, he said, that the person ~ 


do who was carrying out a pledge authorized by his master ~ 
In other words, there is no limitation on the authority of a ~ 
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Misconduct of Jurors. 


Tue case of Rex v. Brown (7 L. R. (N. 8. W.) 89), which 
relates to the liabilities of jurors for misconduct, has attracted 
much attention in New South Wales. On an application for 
the respondent to shew cause why he should not be committed 
for contempt of court, upon the ground that he had wilfully 
neglected and refused to discharge his duty as a juryman in the 
case of Rex v. Crick, Willis, and Bath, where the defendants were 
arraigned on a charge of conspiracy, the foreman of the j 
deposed, in an affidavit in support of the rule, that the 
respondent during the first day of the trial had said to him 
that his mind was made up, and no matter what the evidence 
was, he was for acquitting the defendants. The witness pointed 
out to him that he had taken an oath which compelled him to 
listen to the evidence until the end of the trial, and not 
to make up his mind until he had heard the evidence, 
but he said he knew all about the case and had 
made up his mind to find the defendants not guilty. 
Another juror stated in an affidavit that after luncheon on the 
first day of the trial Brown remarked that the defendants were 
not guilty, and added: ‘‘ We won’t find them guilty.” When 
told that he was committing perjury and contempt of court, he 
answered that he was not going to send any man to gaol for 
taking money. The respondent in his affidavit absolutely denied 
all the statements made in the foreman’s affidavit. It was 
objected that the court had no power to punish the respondent 
aé for contempt of court, and.that even if the court were to hold 
that the respondent had been guilty of conduct for which, if 
properly proved, he could be punished, the court could not act 
upon the affidavits of his fellow jurymen. In reply, it was 
contended that the authorities won « shewed that such affidavits 
could not be received to impeach the verdict, but the case was 
different when it was sought to punish a juryman for diregarding 
his oath. The court, after expressing their belief in the truth of 
the affidavits in support of the application and their disbelief in 
the affidavit made by the respondent, came.to the conclusion that 
the authorities were all one way, and that it was impossible to 
look at the affidavits of the jurymen, either for the purpose cf 
granting a new trial or for the purpose of establishing the 
mieconduct of a juryman. The court, in giving this decision, 
«expressed no opinion as to whether the juryman could be 
eonvicted if proyed guilty of misconduct by persons other than 
jurymen. And they aleo expressed their approval of the act of 
the foreman in disclosing what took place in the jury-room on 
the part of a juror, though the court was not at liberty to act 
on the matter disclosed to them. 


“Tied Public-houses.’’ 


Oxz or the rumours respecting-*the Bill to amend the 
Licensing Acts which the Government propose to introduce 
next session is that it will contain a clause affecting what are 
known as ‘‘ tied public-houses,”’ the landlords of which have the 
exclusive right of supplying all beer and malt liquor consumed 
on the premises. “Leases of public-houses, granted by brewers 
to publicans and containing covenants by the latter and their 
assigns to purchase from the brewer all the beer consumed in 
the public-houses, have never been favoured by the English 
courts. It is nearly a hundred years since Lord ROUGH, 
in an action respecting one of these covenants, observed : ‘‘ The 
whole of these leases, by which people of the description of 
the lessee are prevented from having the article they deal 
in from those who will serve them best, are extremely 
injurious to: the public interest and welfare.” And in a 
later case of Thornton vy. Sherratt (8 Taunt. 529) the judges of 
the Common Pleas expressed their opinion that.guch @ covenant, 
by which the brewer got the publican into his power, was very 
prejudicial to the h of the subject. These decisi 
to have been taken into consideration by the Legislatu 
Zealand, which passed some years ago an Act ing with such 
covenants. By section 35 of the Alcoholic Liquors Control 
Act Amendment Act, 1895, it is provided that ‘‘No covenant 


“ft, ew | 


of any other persons or bodies 
after the passing of this Act, 
(2) “Every deed, memor 


shall, if entered into 
ve any force or validity whatever.” 
or other document which 
contain any such covenant, agreement, condition, or 
stipulation as aforesaid shall be read and construed as if sygh 
covenant, agreement, proviso, or stipulation were omitted there- 
from.” hether the English Parliament would sanction 
provisions as stringent is a doubtful question. It might 
possibly follow a middle course, and some clause i 


ering 
ury | such covenant inoperative where it been shewn that the 


covenantee had failed to supply good marketable beer, thus 

giving statutory authority to the obligation which the courts 

have implied: Zhornton v. Sherratt (8 Taunt., at p. 530). 

Claims. for Loss of Life or Injury where Liability 
of Shipowner is Limited. 

A paraGraps in one of the ang | iodicals draws attention 
to what appears to be a serious defect in the procedure for 
awarding compensation for loss of life or injury to 
by reason of the impro porignie of a ship. By section 
503 of the Merchant Shippi t, 1894, the liability of the 
shipowner in such a case is limited to an amount not exceeding 
£15 for each ton of the ship’s tonnage; and, by section 504, the 
owner, in the case of any such liability, may take proceedings 
in the High Court, to prevent multiplicity of actions, for 
determining the amount of liability, and also for deter- 
mining how the amount is to be divided between the 
parties. In the result, the maximum liability of the owners 
is F ted by the statute, the money is paid into court, and 
the claimants are left to ascertain their proportion as between 
themselves. If the amount payable in respect of a particular 
claim is assessed by the registrar and merchants of the 
Admiralty Division, it is carefully considered and adjusted, but 
where the matter goes before a jury with no appearance on 
behalf of the shipowner, who, having paid money into court, has 
no concern in the disposition of it, there is no check upon 
exaggerated demands. The temptation to ask for extravagant 

es where there is no cross.examination, and nothing is 

done to test the truth of each claim, can easily be imagined, and it 
may well happen that the dishonest claimant be awarded a 
much larger sum than another who has as good a claim but has not 
overstated it. The consequence of these awards is that the dishonest 
claimant will get a much larger — of the money in 
court than is properly due to him. The writer of the paragra 
suggests that the remedy for this injustice is to amend the Ai 
by inserting a provision that the different claims should be 
heard and determined by the same judge, who should make his 
awards in fair proportion the one to the other, and 
institute a rigorous inquiry into the merits of each ca* 
are dis to accept this view, and we would add that i 
be well to introduce regulations for the examination of these 
claims analogous to those affecting proofs in bankruptcy, and 

viding that in all cases there should be satisfactory evidence 
in support of each claim. 


Forfeiture of Pension by Conviction for Felony. 


Tue rorrsirvre of a pension was recently taken into con- 
sideration by the 1 at one of the metropolitan police 
courts. A letter-carrier was charged with } 
from outside a shop. The charge having been proved, an 
official from the Post Office stated that the prisoner, after some 
twenty years service, had been invalided, through rheumatism, 
with a pension of over £27 a year. By the Forfeiture Act, 
ee eit e ee ae Gan of impaled 
for whic e any imprisonmen 
with hard labour, or exceeding twelve months, shall at the time 
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stated by the same jal from Post Office that an 
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o.agreement, condition, proviso, or stipulation whereby any | allowance. The magistrate in these circumstances thought that 


ge or body corporate is purported to be bound to purchase 
er, wines, spirits, or other fermented or spirituous liquor 
from any. other person or body corporate to the exclusion 





the penalty which the prisoner was liable to incur was a ver, 

heavy one, and said that he did not quite know how to deal wi 

the case. The chief clerk said that cases in which pensions 
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were liable to forfeiture constantly arose in the police courts, 


and that in the case of army pensioners, a pension was only | 


forfeited where the prisoner was sentenced to imprisonment with 
hard labour. The magistrate, having ascertained that the man 
had a fairly good character while he was in the service of the 
Post Office, remanded the prisoner to see whether anything could 
be done to avoid the forfeiture. We have no criticism to bestow 
upon the course adopted by the magistrate, but it seems a little 
strange that the fact that ao offender against the law of property 
is in the enjoyment of a pension should be the means of saving 
him from a conviction for felony. 


The Liability of an Executor in France. 


Exgcurors would appear to receive less indulgence from the | 
either case was a passion for making “my court” something 


French courts than they do in this country. In a recent case 
before the Supreme Court of Les Andelys, near Rouen, it 
appeared that the mayor of a commune in the department of 
l’Eure, having been appointed sole executor of a deceased 
friend, it became his duty to divide 150,000 francs, invested in 
various securities, according to the provisions of the will. He 
accordingly gave instructions to a notary to arrange for the 
sale of the securities, and allowed the documents of title to 
remain in his hands for this purpose. The notary absconded, 
having fraudulently misappropriated the property which had 
been entrusted to him. The beneficiaries under the will thereupon 
took proceedings against the executor asking that he might be 
ordered to pay to them respectively the amount of their legacies. 
The English law, as laid down in Speight v. Gaunt (9 A. O. 1), 
and as supplemented by the Trustee Acts, 1893 and 1896, would 
appear to relieve the executor from personal liability assuming 
that he had acted honestiy and reasonably in the appointment 
of the notary, as it may be assumed that he did. The case was 
one in which it was natural and proper to employ an agent, and 
the court would be disposed to sanction such an employment if 
it might reasonably be expected to be the act of a man of 
ordinary prudence guided by such rules as generally guide such 
a man in his own affairs. The French court, however, came to 
the conclusion that sufficient caution had not been exercised by 
the unfortunate executur, and made an order for the payment 
by him to the beneficiaries of the amount lost to the estate by 
the fraud of the notary. 


Pollution of Rivers. 


THE Last decision but one of the late Mr. Justice Kexewicn, 
delivered by deputy the day before he died, Attorney-General v. 
Birmingham, &c., Lnstrict Drainage Board, raised a point of 
considerable interest to local authorities with regard to the 
pollution of rivers aud the purification of sewage. The case 
was also interesting as being the first decision on section 17 of 
the Public Health Act, 1875. The action was brought to 
restrain the defendants from polluting the River Tame, which 
flows by the side of their sewage farm. The section provides 
that no sewage or filthy water shall be conveyed into a river 
so as to affect or deteriorate the water. The principal point 
in dispute was whether you can pollute a river which is 
already polluted—in other words, can you, in the words 
of the section, affect or deteriorate the water of a river 
which has become foul from other sources before it reaches 
you? It was contended, on behalf of the plaintiffs, that you 
must treat the water of the river as if it were the water of a 
natural stream, and that if you put anything into the river 
which would deteriorate a natural stream you brought yourself 
within the section. On the other hand, the defendants alleged 
that the river was no worse when it left them than when it came 
to them, and that the effluent from their sewage works was, if 
anything, purer than the river into which it flowed. The court 
took the common-sense view that there is no standard of purity, 
and that it is a question of fact in each case. In the present 
case, however, the water had been deteriorated, and the injunc- 
tion was granted. We are glad to be able to add, in the words 
of a high authority present, that this penultimate judgment of 
the late judge was a very able one. 








Judge Bacon is stated to have this week entered upon his thirtieth 
gear as @ county court judge. 





The Late Mr. Justice Kekewich. 


Tue regard which was generally, and rightly, entertained fog 
Sir ArrHur Kexewicu as a man of high character, zealously 
devoted to the public service, and above all anxious to re 
move the reproach of legal delay, renders it no easy matter 
to frankly express our estimate of his qualities as a 
judge. They may perhaps best be summed up in a few 
words by saying that he was a Mains born out of 
due time. The same legitimate desire to magnify the 
office was combined with the same naive vanity, which 
disabled him from distinguishing between the office and the 
idiosyncrasies of his own personality. The natural result ip 


different from, and, of course, superior to, any other court: a 
love of introducing, and making much of, little rules of practice, 
over and above the rules of court, supported by didactic dis- 
quisitions of the time “when I was at the bar”: the raising of 
these small matters into a sort of code of Eleusinian mysteries; 
and a consequent preferential tariff for “my bar,” as the 
traditional depositories of the mysteries of “the practice of my 
court.” This was a more legitimate, but always inconvenient, 
form of vanity when Sir Ricuarp Mains could, and did, claim 
to be by descent the Vice-Chancellor of England, as contrasted 
with his colleagues who were only Vice-Chancellors; and when 
each Chancery judge did very largely control the practice of his 
court, just as the Courts of Queen’s Bench, Common Pleas, and 
Exchequer did. But it is out of date and inadmissible since 
the passing of the Judicature Acts, which aimed at the simplifi- 
cation and uniformity of practice, and especially since the 
Chancery judges became interchangeable, not only inter se, 
but also with the judges of the Queen’s Bench Division. So 
far, then, the late judge was a Ma.ins born out of due time. 

But the parallel between them does not end there. Each 
shone best in the exercise of the paternal jurisdiction of the 
court over wards and family administration: neither of them 
shrank from any trouble or responsibility in personal inter- 
views with, or personal influence over, wards or their guardians 
or trustees, or from minute control over their education and 
property. They were equally painstaking; but there was one 
subtle difference between them, which was in favour of the 
Vice-Ohancellor. Sir ArtHur Ksxgwicn was always the bene 
volent judge who remained in loco parentis, and did not get 
further: Sir Ricnarp Mauins appeared to lose the judicial 
mask altogether, and become for the time the real father, 
affectionate, prudent, respectful, or angry, as circumstances 
might require. We doubt whether Mr. Justice Kexewicx, how- 
ever admirable in this respect, will ever become the hero of a 
novel as the Vice-Chancellor is in “A Ward in Court” ! 

Again, each of them had a wide knowledge, both of prin- 
ciples of law and of authorities, hampered by a constitutional 
incapacity for applying those priaci - and authorities accu 
rately to the facts before them: each became in his turn 
a byword for reversal on appeal. The saying of Lord Justice 
Bowen, quoted in the 7'imes, might have equally applied. to 


either—namely, that to go to the Court of Appeal with thé | 


judgment of the judge in your favour was like going to sea on 
a Friday, unfortunate, but not necessarily fatal. And this was 
no doubt the reason why they shared the same fate in being 
constantly passed over for promotion, and why Sir Ricgarp 


Be 


Mains remained Vice-Chancellor of England, and Mr. Justice 


Kexewicu senior judge of the Chancery Division: both doing, 


through their enormous capacity for work, good service #8 — 


puisne judges, rapid, if frequently wrong. 


One point in the comparison should be noted in favour of Mr. . 


Justice Kexewicu. Sir Ricuarp Mains had an enormous pra 
tice at the bar, both before and after he took silk, and great 


expectations were formed of the probability of his = Z 


great judge. Sir Arrnur Kexewicn, after he took silk, 


lost most of his practice, except what he retained through 
family connections, and his selection for the bench was received 
with widespread disapproval. But he lived this down, and bis ~ 
industry and application raised him to a high water-mark a6 ~ 
compared with his former reputation, which was for the Vice = 
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Chancellor a low water-mark as compared with his own public 
form at the bar. 





The Position of an Underlessee of 
Part of the Property in a Head- 
lease, 


Ir is a trite saying that hard cases make bad law; it some- 
times, though not very often, happens that the converse is true— 
in other words, that good law makes a hard case. Fortunately, 
however, the law of this country (the bulk of which depends 
upon the decisions of the courts, and has perhaps become changed 
almost imperceptibly according to the doctrines of morality in 
vogue from time to time) lays down rules of conduct which are 
in accordance with the current morality. A striking example 
will be found in the History of Criminal Law, by the late 
Mr. Justice Sreruzn, where, in a most eloquent passage, he 
shews that a person who obeys the precepts laid down in the 
Church Catechism as a child’s duty to his neighbour, runs no 
risk of finding himself obnoxious to the criminal law. 

The case of Dewar v. Goodman (1907, 1 K. B. 612), on the 
hearing before Mr. Justice Jair, whose luminous decision has 
recently beer affirmed by the Court of Appeal (see the Z'imes, 
November 11th, 1907), affords an example of very sound law 
creating great hardship. The facts may be shortly stated as 
follows : 

A lessee sub-demised part of the property comprised in his 
lease ; the underlease contained three covenants by the under- 
lessor covenanting “for his assigns” with the underlessee “and 
his assigns,” (1) for quiet enjoyment in the usual form, limited 
to disturbance by the underlessor or persons claiming under 
him ; (2) to observe and perform the covenants and conditions 
contained in the head-lease so far as they related to property 
comprised in the liead-lease, but not in the underlease ; and (3) 
to indemnify the lessee against all actions, etc.. by reason of 
the breach of the covenants and conditions in the head-lease, 
so far as they affected the property comprised in the head-lease, 
but not in the underlease. After both the underlease and head- 
lease had been assigned, the reversioner brought an ejectment 
action against the assign of the head-lease, for breach of cove- 
nant, and succeded, and the assigu of the underlease was evicted 
under the judgment. He brought an action against the assign 
of the head-lease for damages for breach of the covenants of 
the underlease. 

The principal question argued was whether the covenant to 
perform the covenants in the head-lease, so far as they related 
to the land not comprised in the underlease, was a covenant 
“touching” the land comprised in the underlease, or whether 
it was “collateral” within the rule in Spencer's case (5 Rep. 
16a). The reader will remember that the benefit of a collateral 
covenant relating to land does not pass together with the land 
to an assign of the covenantee. Mr. Justice Jer, after citin 
Mayor of Congleton v. Pattison (10 East 130), where Lo 
E.tensoroven, C.J., says, at p. 135, that a covenant is assign- 
able (by which he meant that the benefit of it passes with the 
land) “if it affected the nature, quality, or value of the thing 
demised, independently of collateral circumstances; or if it 
affected the mode of enjoying it,”” pointed out that the 
mere non-observance of the covenant in the underlease would 
not necessarily Jead to reentry and forfeiture by the head- 
lessor. ‘This is obvious when we temember that there might 
be no proviso for re-entry in the-head-lease,-and that such a 
proviso; if inserted; would not necessarily give a-right of re-entry 
on ‘breach of that particular covenant. ‘The judgment of Mr. 
Justice JeLF was affirmed: by the Court of Appeal. 

' We now proceed to consider some of the practical consequences 
of the decision, but “before doing so we will point out a source 
of error. It is well known that,- except between landlord and 





tenant, the burden of a covenant- entered-into- by a landowser 
does not at law fall upon the assign‘ of the: landowner, but that 
where it is of a-negative character it cam ‘be ‘enforced by in- 
junction in equity against- an :assign -of the landowner taking 
It does not, however, follow that every negative 


with notice. 





covenant can be enforced in equity by the assign of the land 


of the covenantee. If the benefit devolves on his assigns, ac- 
cording to the rule in Spencer’s case, he can enforce it; but 
if it is a mere collateral covenant, the benefit of it does not 
ee to the assign of the land, and, therefore, he cannot enforce 
it. 

When a lessee assigns part of the property comprised in a 
lease to a purchaser for the residue of the term granted by the 
lease at an apportioned rent, it is the practice for the vendor 
and purchaser to covenant with each other for the performance 
and observance of the covenants in the head-lease, so far as 
relates to the property retained or taken by each covenantor. 
It will be observed that the covenants by either of them are 
covenants that do not affect the land of the other of them, and 
that therefore, according te Dewar v. Goodman, they cannot be 
enforced against an assign. Probably for this reason it is the 
practice to insert cross powers of re-entry on breach of covenant ; 
it should, however, be remarked that, while such powers may 
be an effective remedy (if damages only are recovered against the 
reversioner) against one of the covenanting parties, they will 
be useless if the reversioner brings ejectment for breach of 
covenant. 

It should perhaps be observed that, as an assignment of 
part of the property comprised in a lease is not an underlease, 
the provisions of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, s. 14, pro- 
tecting an underlessee in case of forfeiture of the head-lease, 
will not protect the assign of part of the property comprised in 
a lease against an ejectment under a proviso for re-entry on 
breach of covenant in respect of the other part of the property. 
It is the practice to insert in an underlease of part of the property 
comprised in a head-iease a covenant by the underlessor to per- 
form and observe the lessee’s covenants contained in the head- 
lease, so far as they relate to the property comprised in the 
head-lease and retained by the underlessor. Dewar v. Goodman 
(supra) shews that this covenant cannot be enforced by the 
— of the underlessee. 

ether the covenants in the head-lease are positive or 
negative, the sub-lessee, and persons deriving title under him, 
can, on breach of covenant by the underlessor, bring an action 
for damages against him or his heirs, executors, or adminis- 
trators. The practical result is that, where the underlessor is a 
substantial man, and the term of the underlease is short, there 
will be no serious difficulty in tracing the underlessor or his 
representatives, and his covenant has some value; but that, 
on the other hand, where the term is long, so that it may be 
difficult to trace the representatives of the underlessor at the 
time when the covenant is broken, the covenant has but little 
value. Fortunately, however, the probability is that, where the 
underlease is long, the head-lease has such value that the head. 
lessee will be careful not to incur a forfeiture. H. W. E. 








Compulsory Registration. 


Some pertinent observations upon the present position of the 
question of compulsory registration of title have been pub- 
lished by Mr. J. S. Ruprysrsm in a pamphlet entitled “The 
Land Registry Fiasco, the Reign of King Stork,” which 
we advise our readers to peruse. The title, he says, was 
suggested by a passage from a work written by the 
Land Registrar, at a time when in regard to registration he 
was a free lance. The ineffective régime of Lord Carrns’ 
system of voluntary registration he compared to King Log. 
Compulsory registration, if it came, was to be King Stork. His 
reign, Mr. BrickpaLe prophesied, would probably be brief, but 
—to reproduce Mr. Ruprsrsin’s quotation—“ever so short a 
duration of it might easily suffice to ruin many individuals.” 

Well, after all, it is not so bad as that. We have got com- 
pulsory registration, and Mr, BrickpaLg doubtless does his best 
to avert the worst evils which he foretold. Landowners have 
not been reduced to poverty, and the prevailing scarcity of 
money may, with some plausibility, he referred to other causes 
than the Land Transfer Act, 1897. But the fact that: com- 
pulsory registration under Mr, BrickpaLe’s management is not 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


Nov. 30, 1907. 

















strous a thing as he feared is no reason for 


quite so disa : 
ignoring the experimental character impressed upon it at the 


start. 
According to Mr. Rupinsrein, however, the Registrar's early 
and unofficial opinions are not his only vulnerable point. In 


July of last year he gave evidence before the Select Committee 
on the Housing of the Working Classes Acts, and was drawn 
into the declaration that, while an inquiry into compulsory 
registration would previously have been premature, he would 
then welcome it. Upon which Mr, RupinstTErn observes: “If 
the Registrar was really sincere when, in July, 1906, he 
expressed his belief that the time had now come for an inquiry, 
it would be interesting to know why, in October, 1907, we are, 
so far as can be seen, no nearer the inquiry than we were 
then.” 

But whatever be the cause of the delay, nothing—not even 
the expenditure of a quarter of a million of public money 
on the new registry buildings—can alter the fact that the 
present system is experimental only, and sooner or later this 
fact must produce an inquiry into its working; unless, indeed, 
the Lord Chancellor, as Mr. Rusrinstein suggests, chooses to 


recognize the failure of the system by exercising the power 
reserved by the Act of 1897, and procuring an Order in Council 
revoking the present compulsory order. 





Reviews. 
The Yorkshire Registries Acts. 


Tae YORKSHIRE REGISTRIES ACTS, 1884 AND 1885, TOGETHER WITH 
Forms AND RoLes THEREUNDER, AND PRACTICAL NOTES AS TO THE 
REGISTRATION OF DocUMENTS. By CHARLES JosgsPH Haworta, 
Solicitor. Steveus & Sons (Limited). 

No new book on the Yorkshire Registries Acts has been published 
for twenty years, and one at least, of the two then published, is now 
out of priut. A reprint, therefore, of the Acts and Rules, with 
forms, tables of fees, and notes of cases decided on the Acts, could not 
well fail to be useful. Mr. Haworth’s book accordingly will be found 
very valuable to the Yorksbire practitioner. To general literary and 
juricical excellence the book has no pret-nsions. Whilst several Irish 
cases are referred to which have little relevance, owing to the special 
provisions of the Acts under which they were decided, others are 
omitted which might fairly have been looked for by the reader. 
Surely Warburton v. Loveland (2 Dow. & Cl. 480) has been omitted 
through pure inadvertence ? Colonial cases before the Privy Council 
seem also to have been selected in a somewhat haphazard way. 
Several of the proper names are misspelt throughout, as ‘‘ Roger” 
for ‘‘ Rodger’? (Hodger v. Hurrison). The case of White v. N ayln 
was nota Natal case, but came from South Australia on appesl to 
the Privy Council (p. 39) These, and other small mistakes could 
all have been avoided with care. An excellent opportunity for 
turning out a workmanlike book on the Yorkshire Acts wi!l occur in 
a@ revised edition of the work. Seeing that the book consis's only of 
some 116 pages it would have been a boon to the reader if the 
notes had been printed in somewhat larger type. 





Company Law. 


Tue Joint-Stock ComPpaNizgs Practican GuipE. By HENRY 
HURRELL and CLARENDON G. HyDE, Barristers-at-Law. EIGHTH 
Ep.TIon. Waterlow & Sons (Limited) 


The chief feature of this edition of Messrs. Hurrell and Hyde’s 
manual is the inclusion of the Companies Act, 1907, which the 
authors describe as by far the most important Companies Act passed 
since the Act of 1862. Undoubtedly it is important, but we are not 
sure that it deserves the pre-eminence thus given to it over the Act 
of 1900. It is, in fact, a stiffening of that Act with certain excep- 
tions, and some miscellaneous amendments of the law are thrown in. 
Its chief claim to importance is, perhaps, in its recognition of 
“* private companies,” upon which some useful remarks are made in 
this work; and it is important to notice that, provided the new 
statutory reqnirements for a private company are <omplied with, 
there need only be two members. The section ‘“‘ Borrowing Powers ” 
coutains a concise epitome of the cases on debentures treated as a 
floating security, and their enforcement, and that on “‘ Winding up” 
contains a practical sketch of the grounds on which a petition can be 
presented, and of the procedure before and at the hearing. A number 
of forme, and also the text of the Companies Acts and other relevant 
statutes, and the revised Table A, are given in the appendix. 





Mercantile Law. 


THE PxincrPLes OF MERCANTILE Law. By JosHva SiaTeR, Esq, 
Barrister-at-Law. THtRD EDITION. Stevens & Haynes. 


This book deals concisely with various heads of law which are of 
importance in mercantile matters—contracts, tnerships, agency, 
sale of goods, shipping, negotiable instruments, lien, &c. The Marine 
Insurance Act, 1906, the Sale of Goods Act, 1893, and the Prevention 
of Corruption Act, 1906, are printed in the appendix, and the t-xt 
contains references to a certain number of cases, but any detailed ex. 
position of the law is beyond the writer’s purpose. He only aims at 
giving an outline of the matters dealt with, and the book should be 
useful for initiating the student into commercial law. The law of 
principal and agent bas three chapters devoted to it, but the cases 
selected for notice might with advan be revised, and a reference 
inserted to Starkey v. Bank of England (1903, A. C. 114). 





Books of the Week. 
Collective Ownership Otherwise than by Corporations or by Means 


of the Trust. (Being the Yorke Prize Essay for the Year 1905.) By 
C. T. CARR, A., LL.M., Barrister-at-Law. Cambridge: At the 
University Press. 


The Companies Act, 1907, Annotated by D. G. Hewwanr, 
Barrister-at-Law; with Notes on Practice by Herbert W. Jorvay, 
Company Registration Agent. Jordan & Sons (Limited). 








Correspondence. 


The Public Trustee. 


| To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 

Sir,—The writer of the article in your last issue ‘‘ Eliminating the 
Lawyer,” in referring to the Public Trustee, fails to find any reason 
for preferring that official to a private solicitor, and regards the Act 
‘‘ with equanimity.’’ I venture to differ entirely, and will endeavour 
to explain my reasons. 

The Public Trustee who has been appointed has filled various 
positions, and whatever view may be taken of his success or otherwise 
in those positions, no one can accuse him of want of energy or of 
(may I be excused the expression ?) ‘‘ pushfulness.”’ 

If the public does not take kindly to the official trustee, the next 
step will be to see that the judges appoint him when vacancies occur 
and, for any reason, application has to be made to the court. 

Power will jeetahie be given to any beneficiary to require the 
appointment of the Public Trustee when a vacancy occurs, and one 
can readily imagine many other instances of bringing the Public 
Trustee into play. 

Having once created a State office at considerable cost, it must be 
fed. Your readers will remember many instances where ‘‘ volun- 
tary’ Acts were passed; the public failed to appreciate them or their 
benefits (?), and the next step is compulsion. 

The writer of your article truly says: ‘‘The average official is a 
colourless individual, but he has one marked characteristic: he sticke 
like a limpet.” 


Solicitors will deserve to see trustee business taken from them 


compulsorily if they do not bestir themselves, 

One reason given for the Act was the frauds of solicitors. What 
did we, as a profession, do? Talked about separate accounts!! As 
if any man who wanted to rob would boggle about accounts ! 

My proposal, which, although crude, is, I think, feasible, is t0 
provide by private Act that every solicitor shall pay an anoual sum 
to the Incorporated Law Society by way of insurance. Until that 
fund reached a specific amount, a limited sum only should be payable 
thereout in respect of any particular fraud. In no case should any 
sum be payable except on conviction of the offender. There is no 
reason why part of the annual certificate fee should not fairly be 
asked from Government to ent the fund. 

The details of ee could be worked out, but I have 
trespassed too much y on your space. TRUSTEE. 





Roundabout Legislation. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’? Journal and Weekly Reporter.]. 

Sir,—In the Stamp Act of 1891, under the heading “‘ Affidavit or 
Statutory Declaration” imposing a stamp duty of 2s. 6d., there is the 
following exemption No. 2: Es 
2. Affidavit or declaration made upon the requisition of tt 
commissioners of any public board of revenue or any of the officers Ss 
acting under them, or required by law, and made before a justiog — 

of the peace. a 
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In the Finance Act of 1907, c. 13, s. 6, the following clause 


occurs : 

The limitation of the exemption numbered (2) under the 

ing ‘Affidavit and Statutory Desenstion a the First 

Schedule to the Stamp Act, 1891, to affidavits or declarations 
made before @ justice of the peace shall cease to have effect. 

The only limitation of the old clause 2 of 1891 is contained in the 
qords in italics. Take those words out; and the provision of the Act 
of 1891 is reduced to the words “ affidavit or ore 
@ justice of the .” Would it and better 
to clause 2 of the Act of 1891 and substitute these words 

I observe that the Tables of Stamps in the three legal Diaries for 
1908 I have consulted do not venture on thi 


Nov. 21. LEreauis. 


[The effect of the amendment seems to be clear. The exemption 
from duty of affidavits required for revenue purposes was in the Act 
of 1891 limited to such as were made before a justice. This limitation 
is now struck out, and such an affidavit is exempt before whomscoever 
made. The words our correspondent places in italics do not strike us 
as containing the only limitation, and the amendment does not touch 
them.—Eb. 8.7. ] 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


CLEVERLEY v. GAS LIGHT AND COKE CO. 18th Nov. 
Master AND Sexvant—Farat Accrpent To WorkmaN—C tam By Depenp- 











ANTS FOR COMPENSATION UNDER WoRKMEN’s Compensation Act, 1897 


The filing of @ memorandum of agreement under Schedule II., section 8 (2), of 
the Workmen's Compensation Act, 1897, to pay @ workman injured by acoident | 
compensation during his then incapacity, does not, in the event of death following 
during the continuance of the payment, estop the employer from calling evidence to 
shew that the death of the workman was not caused or accelerated by the accident. 


Sones from the decision of the Court of Appeal setting aside an 
award made by the deputy county court judge sitting at Komford in | 
favour of the present appellants. ‘The appellants were the widow and 
children of James Cleverley, a stoker in the employment of the respon- | 
dent company, who, on the 11th of February, 1905, met with an accident | 
to his back and neck by a fall caused by the breaking of a long piece of , 
iron called an “‘orger,’’ while at work at one of the company’s retorts. 
The injuries resulted in the growth of tumours or swellings on the ' 
injured man’s neck, for whic vege g | was operated upon in the 
London Hospital. From the date of the accident to his death the 
respondents | the injured man half his usual wages. On the 15th | 
of March, 1905, 

with Cleverley to pay him the sum of 18s, per week so long as his | 
then incapacity lasted, and pursuant to the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, 1897, Schedule x. sub-section 8, a memorandum thereof was | 
sent to the registrar of the Bow County Court and registered by him. 
On the 26th of March, 1906, Cleverley died, and the appellants, as his 
dependants, applied for compensation, alleging that his death was the 
result of the accident. Before the artitrator the respondents con- 
tended that Cleverley’s death was due to lymphosarcoma, and that 
that disease could not be caused by a blow. The arbitration was 
held before Deputy Judge Alan Mowpharien, at Romford County 
Court, and in a considered judgment he found upon the evidence 
before him that he was unable to come to the conclusion that Clever- 
ley’s death was caused, or in any appreciable extent accelerated, b 
the accident, and held as a fact that it was not proved that the deat 
was caused or accelerated by the accident. But he held that b 
reason of the terms of the memorandum which had been register 
that the respondents were estop from denying that the accident was 
the cause of that which constituted the incapacity of the workman 
at the date the memorandum of agreement was executed, and that the 
respondents could not in law deny that the disease which caused the 
death of Cleverley was the result of the accident. He, therefore, 
adjudged and awarded that the respondents should pay to the appel- 
lants £249. together with the costs of the arbitration. The Court of 
Appeal reversed that decision, and entered in lieu thereof an award 
in favour of the respondents with costs, holding that the doctrine of 
estoppel did not apply. The House gave the areatente leave to 
peel in forma pauperis. In oneport of the appes it was contended 
that a memorandum registered under the Act had the same effect as 
an award. That by the memorandum the respondents admitted lia- 
bility for the accident, and agreed to pay such compensation as the 
injured man or his representatives could claim under the Act. They 
were, therefore, estopped from denying that Cleverley’s death was 
caused or accelerated by the accident, and having agreed to be liable 
for such compensation as the Act gave, they could not dispute the 
e’aim by the appellants. Alternatively it was urged that if the deputy 
county court judge was wrong in law in holding that the respondents 
were estopped from denying that Cleverley’s death was caused or 
accelerated by injuries received from the accident, there was evidence 
before him on which he could find as facts, and he did in effect so 
find, (1) that the respondents admitted by the filing of the memorandum 


by an agreement in writing; the respondents agreed ; 





of agreement that the disease from which he was then suffering, and 
pontinued ta suffer till his death, was the result of the accident; (2) 





that the disease was the sole cause of his incapacity and death. 
Without bearing counsel for the —— : 

Lord LoREBURN, C., moved that the appeal should be dismissed. 
The county court judge had found that the unfortunate man’s death 
was not caused or accelerated by the accident, but was due to an 
obscure disease. But, notwithstanding that finding, he held that the 
respondents were estopped from denying that the death was due to 
the accident, and liability being thus presumed, were liable to pay 
compensation to the widow and children. But the memorandum of 
agreement only amounted to an admission that there had been an 
accident, and that the company were liable to pay compensation for 
the same. It was not, and could not be, an admission that death was 
due to the accident. 

The Earl of Hatssuny said he entirely agreed, and in a brief judg- 
ment pointed out that on all questions of fact the decision a the 
county court judge, like that of a jury, was final. Here the judge had 
found that death was not due to the accident. 

Lord Macnacuten and Lord Arxinson concurred.—Counser, W. 
Grist Hawtin; Danckwerts, K.C., and Firminger. Soxicrrors, 
Lidiard, Son, & Baker ; Monier-Williams & Robinson. 

[Reported by Easxrxz Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


WEST HAM UNION v. EDMONTON UNION. 29th and 30th Oct. ; 
20th Nov. 


Poor Law—Serriement—Drviston or Parish —Desrructrion or Serrie- 
ments—Divinep Partsnes anp Poor Law Amenpment Act, 1876 (39 
& 40 Vict. c. 61)—Poor Law Act, 1879 (42 & 43 Vicr. o. 54)— 
Loca, Government Act, 1894 (56 & 57 Vicr. o, 73). 


Where, by an order of the Local Gevernment Board, made under the Divided 
Parishes and Poor Law Amendment Act, 1876, a parish is either amalgamated 
with another parish or is divided into tuo or more parishes, settlements are not 
thereby aff-cted, 

Reg. v. Inhabitants of Tipton (1842, 3 Q. B, 215, 11 L. J. M. C. 89) 
overruled. 

The prinerple laid down in West Ham v. London County Council (1904, 
A, C. 40, 78 L. J. K B. 85) held to apply equally whether the original parish 
has by the order been added to and enlarged, or divided into two or more parishes, 

Aan by the West Ham Union. The question for decision was 
whether a pauper lunatic named Forrest had Jost the settlement he had 
acquifed in the ancient parish of Tottenham by the division of that 


| parigh under the operation of section 36 (2) of the Local Government 


Act, 1894, into two parishes, corresponding with the two urban dis- 
tricts into which that parish had before been divided, or whether he 
was now entitled to a settlement in the new parish of Wood Green by 
reason of the fact that it was by residence in the portion parish of 
Tottenham now comprised in the parish of Wood Green, that he had, 
before the passing of the Local Government Act, acquired a settlement 
in that ancient parish. The Divisional Court and the Court of Appeal 
held that as the administrative entity in which the pauper 
lunatic acquired a _ settlement had been divided, and its entity 
thereby destroyed, the pauper’s right to a settlement, had been 
destroyed with it. The Court of Appeal apparently considered that 
the case was governed by their decision in Dorking Union v. St. 
Saviour’s Union (1898, 1 Q. B. 594), which decision was based on 


| Reg. v. Tipton (3 Q. B. 215), decided in 1842, a case which had been 


invariably followed and almost as invariably disapproved of in a long 
series of reported cases. Reg. v. T'ipton laid down the rule that when a 
parish was divided poor law settlements within that parish were 
lost, asa settlement. in a parish gained by birth was a settlement in 
that parish as a whole, and not’in any particular part of it, and if 
the parish was divided the settlement gained in the original parish 
ceased to exist. In West Ham v. London County Council (1904, A. C. 
40) it was held that where, by an order of the Local Government 
Board made under the Divided Parishes and Poor Law Amendment 
Act, 1876, a part of a parish was added to or amalgamated with 
another parish, the latter parish was not destroyed, and the rettle- 
ments therein were not affected. In the present case the Edmonton 
Union objected to maintain the pauper, and the Divisional Court and 
the Court of Appeal held that objection good, the resu't being that the 
pauper was ordered to be maintained by the appellant union. In 
support of the appeal it was contended that the principle laid down 
in Reg. v. Tipton was wrong. No logical distinction could be drawn 
as to the effect on settlements between the addition to the area of an 
ancient parish or the subtraction from an ancient parish of a part of 
it; and it was asserted that neither one nor the other necessarily 
destroyed poor law settlements. It was said that West Ham v. 
London County Council in effect had overruled Reg. v. Tipton, and 
their lordships were invited to say that in fact it had done so. For 
the respondents it was said that Reg. v. Tipton had never been over- 
ruled, and although the effect of the decision in West Ham v. London 
County Council was to create an anomaly, still this House should 
hesitate to rule that the principle in Reg. v. Tipton, which had been 
followed in a long series of decisions, was bad law. Their lordships 
reserved judgment. 

Lord Loresvry, C., in moving that the appeal should be allowed, 
said he thought the decision in Reg, v. Z'ipton was wrong. The 
inconvenience of such a rule was manifest. In his opinion the view 
expressed by this House in West Ham v. London County Council was 
right, and should be followed. It was a satisfaction to him that in 
moving to reveree this judgment of the Court of Appeal, which was 
merely a formal judgment, Cockburn, L.C.J., and Blackburn, J., 
had ag expressed their disapproval of Reg. v. Tipton, which 
authority he boped this House would now overrule, 
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Lord Hausgury, in concurring, said there had been continual alter- 
ations in law of settlement. There was nothing sacred about a parish, 
and he coald not see how the question could depend upon the unity 
of the parish, for parishes had often for poor law and administrative 
purposes been divided into districts, and now the area of charge had 


been made the union and not the parish. The present case was all 
the clearer, inasmuch as both the old parish and the separate parishes 
were, he found, both in the Edmonton Union, a fact which had not 
been brought to their notice, and therefore the burden of supporting 


this pauper would in either view be borne by the same ratepayers. 
Lord MACNAGHTEN concurred. 
Lord ATKINSoN read a judgment to the same effect. Appeal allowed 
with costs.—Counser, Avory, K.C., and Daldy; Macmorran and 
A. A, Bethune. Soxicrrors, Fred. H. Hilleary; F. Shelton. 


Reported by Exskive Rew, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Court of Appeal. 
GREENE +. CROOME. No.1. 14th Nov. 


Practice—New Trat—Tive ror Servine Notrice—Spectat Finpras or 
Jury—Junement Postrponep—R. 8. C., XXXIX. 4, 


Where at the trial of an action the jury answered certain questions in favour of 
the plaintiff’, and the judge referred the question of amount to a referee to report, 
and upon his report entered judgment for the plaintiff for the amount so found due, 
held that the time for applying for a new trial ran from the findings of the jury, 
and not from the judgment of the judge. 


Application for judgment or a new trial. The action was tried before 
Lawrance, J., and a jury at the Gloucester Assizes in February, 1906, 
when the jury answered certain questions which had been lett to them by 
the learned judge in favour of the plaintiff. The learned judge then 
directed that the amount payable to the plaintiff upon these findings 
should be assessed by a referee, who was to report to him. In April, 
1907, the referee made his report, and on the 27th of July, 1907, the 
learned judge directed judgment to be entered for the plaintiff for £130. 
On the 31st of July the defendant served notice of motion for judgment or 
a new trial. Upon the case coming on the preliminary objection was taken 
that the application, so far as it asked for a new trial, was out of time, 
inasmuch as by ord. 39, r. 4, the time for serving notice of motion for a 
new trial in such a case was within seven days after the last day of sitting 
on the circuit during which the trial took place. Shaw v. Hope (25 W. R. 
729) was referred to. 

Tue Court (VavcHan Wittiams, L.J., Sir Gorett Barnes, P., and 
Bicuam, J.) allowed the objection so far as the application for a new trial 
was concerned, and proceeded to hear the application so far as it was an 
appeal from the judgment entered upon the findings of the jury.— 
Covunset, Vaehell, K.C., and H. M. Sturges; R. B. D. Acland, K.U., and 
Cranstoun. Soricrrors, C. T. Courtney Lewis, for Langiy-Smith, Gioucester ; 
Burton, Yeates, § Hart, for E. C. Davis, Stroud. 


[Reported by W. F, Banny, Barrister-at-Law. | 


ROBSON v-. BIGGAR. No. 1. 22nd Nov. 


Practice—AprrraL—‘' Crimimnat Cause on Matrer’’—Disrress ror Rent 
—Excerssive CHARGES —ProceEDINGs BEFORE Justices TO Recover TnEs_e 
THE Excrss—Penatty—Disrress (Costs) Act, 1817 (57 Gro. 3, c. 93), ss. 
1, 2—Junicature Act, 1873 (36 & 37 Vicr. c. 66), s. 47. 


The decision of the King’s Bench Division upon a case stated by justices in 
proceedings under 57 Geo. 3, c. 93, 8. 2, to recover treble the amount of the excess 
alleged to have been illegally charged by a bailiff fur making a distre-s for rent n 
arrear is @ decision in a ‘‘ criminal cause or matter’? within s ction 47 of the 
Judicature Act, 1873, as the proceedings before the justics may end in imprison- 
m nt; and therefore no appeal lies in such a case to the Cuurt of Appeal. 

Appeal from the Divisional Court (51 SoLicrrors JourvaL, 249; 1907, 
1 K. B. 630) dismissed upon the above ground. 


Appeal from judgment of the Divisional Court (Lord Alverstone, 
C.J., and Ridley and Darling, JJ.) (reported in 51 Soxicrrors’ 
Journal, 249; 1907, 1 K. B. 690) upon a case stated by justices. 
At a petty sessions holden at Whitley Bay, in Northumberland, on the 
25th of April, 1906, a complaint was preferred by Elizabeth Ann Bain- 
bridge Robson (hereinafter called the appellant) against John Biggar 
(hereinafter called the respondent), under section 1 of 57 Geo. 3, 
c. 93, charging that the respondent, on the 10th of April, 1906, on 
being employed to make a distress upon the goods and chattels of one 
John Cowen for arrears of rent due to the appellant, not exceeding in 
amount the sum of £20, namely, the sum of £17, did make such dis- 
tress accordingly and afterwards—on the 10th of April, 1906, unlaw- 
fully did retain, take, and receive from the appellant out of the produce 
of the goods and chattels so distrained upon for such arrears of rent 
certain charges other than and exceeding in amount the respective costs 
and charges allowed by the statute, that was to say, the sum of 17s., 
for alleged commission. The justices dismissed the complaint subject 
to a case. The appellant, through a house agent, employed the 
respondent, who was a certificated bailiff, to make a distraimt upon 
the goods of Cowen for £17 arrears of rent due to the appellant. 
The appellant signed a printed form of warrant to distrain, supplied 
by the respondent to her agent, in which was printed the following: “I 
also consent to your deducting 5 per cent. as commission over and 
above the statutory costs allowed on the amount recovered.’’ The 
appellant stated that when the warrant was brought to her by her 
agent for signature she did not read it over before signing it, and was 





—=——=s 
vot aware that such consent was incorporated therein. After maki 
the distress the respondent handed to the appellant’s husband £16 3s 
retaining out of the £17 the sum of 17s. commission in accordance 
with the appellant’s consent in the warrant. ‘lhe appellant contended 
that, notwithstanding the alleged consent, the respondent was not 
entitled to deduct the commission, and that the warrant was to that 
extent repugnant to the spirit of the law of distress; that the r Fé 
dent was limited to the charges fixed by the Distress (Costs) Act, 1817 
(57 Geo. 3, c,. 93), the Law of Distress Amendment Act, 1888 
(51 & 52 Vict. c. 21), s. 8, and the Distress for Rent Rules, 1888 
Appendix 2, scale 2; and that the charge of 17s. was contrray te 
law. The respondent contended that the appellant had full oppor. 
tunity of reading the warrant before signing it; and that the Act 
did not apply, as the appellant, by the consent in the warrant, had 
contracted out of the provisions of the Act. The question for the 
opinion of the court was whether the dismissal of the complaint was 
right in law. The Divisional Court (Lord Alverstone, C.J., and 
Ridley, J., Darling, J., dissenting) held that the agreement to pay 
the commission was not prohibited by law. The appellant appealed 
to the Court of Appeal. The preliminary objection was taken on 
behalf of the respondent that this was a ‘‘criminal cause or matter” 
within section 47 of the Judicature Act, 1873, and that no appeal lay. 
The complaint before the justices was to recover treble the amount of 
the excess unlawfully taken, under section 2 of the Distress (Costs) 
Act, 1817; and under section 5 of the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 
1884 (that Act having repealed the latter part of section 2 of the 
earlier Act), the amount was recoverable by distress, and in default 
of sufficient distress the justices might order imprisonment. That 
being so, the age eos before the justices might have endea in im- 
prisonment, and therefore the matter was a ‘‘criminal cause or 
matter ’’ within section 47 of the Judicature Act, 1873, and no appeal 
lay to the Court of Appeal: Seaman v. Burley (45 W. R. 1; 1896, 
2 Q. B. 344). On behalf of the appellant it was contended that the 
proceedings before the justices were to recover a sum of money as 
a civil debt under sections 6 and 35 of the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 
1879, the excess over the legal charges being ‘‘a sum of money claimed 
to be due,’’ and that therefore the proceedings were not in the nature 
of a criminal cause or matter, and an appeal lay. Reg. v. Kerswill 
and Another, Justices of Torquay (43 W. R. 59; 1895, 1 Q. B. 1) 
was referred to. 

Tue Court (VaucHan Wiis, L.J., Sir Gore Barngs, P., and 
Bicuam, J.) held that the preliminary objection was good. The pro- 
ceedings before the justices were to recover a penalty of three times the 
alleged excess that ought to have been charged, and those proceedings 
might end in imprisonment. The matter was therefore a ‘‘criminal 
cause or matter’’ within section 47 of the Judicature Act, 1873.— 
Counsez, A. OC. F. Boulton; A. Adair Roche. Sorrcrrors, FR. 8S. 
Hopper, Whitley Bay; Maples, Teesdale & Co., for Bramwell & Bell, 
North Shields. ; 
{Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.] 


OPPENHEIMER v. ATTENBOROUGH & SON. 2ist Nov. 


Factor — Mercantr.e Acent— Piepce sy Broxer— Factors Act, 1889 
(52 & 53 Vicr. c. 45), 8. 2. 


The expression “‘ a mercantile agent’’ in section 2 of the Factors Act, 1889, 
means a mercantile agent quite independently of the kind of goods he deals in. 

Held, therefore, that, where the pledgor of goods, acting in the ordinary cours 
of business as a mercantile agent, had, by v.olating a certain custom of the trade, 
pledged diamonds with a pawnbroker, who took them in good faith and without 
notice of the circumstances in which they had been given to the agent by the true 
owner, the latter was protected by the provision to that effect in section 2 (1) of 
the Factors Act, 1889. 

Decision of Channell, J. (1907, 1 H. B. 510), affirmed. 

Appeal by the plaintiff from _a judgment of Channell, J. 
(reported 1907, 1 K. B. 510). The plaintiff sued f) to recover 
certain diamonds which he alleged had been wrongfully detained 
by the defendants; (2) an injunction to restrain the defen 
dants from parting with the goods pending the trial of the 
action; and (3) alternatively for payment of the value of 
the said goods wrongfully converted by the defendants to their own 
use; (4) } asamastg The plaintiff was a diamond merchant, and he on 
several occasions had lent on ‘‘appro ”’ to one Schwabacher diamonds 
to shew to a probable customer. For some time parcels of diamionds 
entrusted to Schwabacher were paid for by him at the price agreed 
month by month, and business was conducted on this footing until 
the 11th of October, 1906, when the plaintiff discovered that Schwabacher 
had never taken or intended to take any of the diamonds to shew 
to the party named, but instead had pledged the diamonds in question 
in this action during September, 1906, with the defendants, against 
whom no suggestion of bad faith was made. It was admitted that 
apart from the Factors Act there was no defence to the claim, and 


Leyte 


it was contended that the defence did not apply because the words 7 


in section 2 (1). “‘acting in the ordinary course of business of #8 
mercantile agent,’’ had no application, since there was overwhelming ; 
evidence that in the diamond trade it was not in the ordinary course | 


of business for a broker to p'edge, and though Schwabacher. was 8 © 


mercantile agent within section 1, he was not so acting as to satisfy 


section 2, which required that he should be acting in the ordinary ~ 


course of business asa diamond broker. Channell, J., held that the 
expression ‘‘a mercantile agent,’ J 
1889, meant a mercantile agent quite independently of the kind ¢ 
goods he dealt in, Therefore, although it was not usual in the 


in section 2 of the Factors Ach i 
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mond trade for a broker to have authority from his principal to pledge 

s, nevertheless a pledge by such a broker, who was in ssion 
of goods with the consent of the owner, was, when he was acting in 
the ordinary course of business of a mercantile agent, valid under 
section 2. of the Factors Act, provided the pledgée took in good faith 
and without. notice that the pledgor had no authority to make the 
pledge, and the judge consequent!y gave judgment for the defendants. 
Yhe plaintiff appealed. It was contended for the plaintiff that the deci- 
sion appealed from went too far. What Channeil, J., had really held 
was that any mercantile agent authorized to sell had under the Act a 
statutory power to pledge. But an auctioneer, for example, would 
have no such power. Moreover, it would not be in the ordinary course 
of business for any mercantile agent to pawn goods entrusted to him to 
offer for sale to a particular and named purchaser, and Hastings v. 
Pearson (1893, 1 Q. B. 62) and Waddington v. Neale (23 T. L. B 
464) were relied on. 

[ord Atverstone, C.J., said it had been strenuously contended 
that section 2 (1) of the Act of 1889 did not protect the defendants, and 
that the Legislature intended to impose by the language there used 
limits on the general words of section 4 of the old Factors Act, 1825, 
“nsual and ordinary course of business.’’ But although a great deal 
might be said in support of that argument, he did not think that the 
court ought to use the change in the words to cut down the protection 
given to the pledgee in the case where the pledgor of the goods had, 
by violating a certain custom of the trade, not acted in a way in 
which his principal intended that he should act. Once having got a 
class of mercantile agents, section 2 shewed the circumstances under 
which, in transactions with them, the pledgee’s interest was to be 
protected. No doubt there were limits to the protection thus afforded ; 
for example, in the cases of sales out of business hours or sales under 
circumstances: in which no mercantile agent would transact business, 
That was recognized in Lamb v. Attenborough (31 L. J. Q. B. 41), 
and also in Hastings v. Pearson (supra). His lordship did not think 
that it was intended to exclude from the protection of the statute 
the case where a mercantile agent had obtained possession of goods 
with the consent of the trne owner, but told a lie when he made 
the pleige. He referred to the preamble of the Factors Act, 1842 
(5 & 6 Vict. c. 39), now repealed, and said he was of opinion that 
Schwabacher was acting in the ordinary course of business of a mercan- 
tile agent, and that Channell, J., had rightly ruled that the words in 
section 2 of the Act of 1889 had not cut down the protection given 
by the former Acts. The appeal therefore failed. 

Bucxiey and Kennepy, L.JJ., gave judgment to the same effect. 
Appeal dismissed with costs.—Counset, Rawlinson, K.C., Dobb, and 
Dunkels; J. A. Hamilton, K.C., and Attenborough. Soxicrrors, 
J. A. White; S. J. Attenborough. 

[Reported by Exsxrye Rev, Barrister-at-Law. } 


BROMLEY RURAL DISTRICT COUNCIL v. CROYDON CORPORATION 
AND OTHERS. 22ad and 25th Nov. 


Hicuways — Exrraorpinary Tararric—Tearric Continvep For Many 
Yeaws—Yearty Havtace Conrracts—Damaces—Limiration or Time— 
Hicnways anp Locomorrves (AmenpMenT) Act, 1878 41 & 42 Vict. c. 
71), s. 23—Locomortves Act, 1898 (61 & 62 Vicr. c. 29), s. 12 (1) (x). 
In the course of the year ending the 31st of March, 1905, large quantiti:s of 

stone for road-making were hauled ov.r a certain highway by means of traction 
engines by two firms of contractors, with whom the Craydon tion had con- 
tracted for a supply of such stone during that year. S-milar trafic had been con- 
dusted over the highway by contractors supplying stone to the corporation ever since 
1893. In August, 1905, the plaintiffs, as the highway authority, commenced an 
action under section 23 of the Highways and Locomotives (Amendment) Act, 1878, 
and sec wn 12 of the Locomotives Act, 1898, against the corporation to recover the 
expenses incurred by them in repairing the highway in consequence of the damage 
done thereto im the year ending the 3ist of March, 1905, by the traffic in ques.ion. 
The writ in that action was issued on the 22d of August, 1905. Watton, J., 
held that the traffic in 1904-1905 was extraordin «ry troffic ; that it was condueud 
in consequence of the order of the erporation ; that damage was ‘‘ the consequence 
of work extending over a lony period ’’ within the meaning of section 12 (1) (b) of 
the Locomotives Act, 1898, and that the highway auhority could recover in 
respect of all the damoge dune during the year. 

Held, on appeal by the defendants, that the plaintiffs could only recover for 
damage done during the twelve months preceding the issue of the writ—namely, 
Stom, the 22d of August, 1904, to the 31st of March, 1905, and the appeal to 
that ex‘ent was allowed, but without ovsts. 


Appeal by the defendants from a judgment of Walton, J. (reported 
1907, 2 K. B. 39 and 76 L. J. K. B. 599). ‘The case raised two questious— 
(1) whether certain traffic on a highway within the plaintiffs’ district was 
¢xtraordinary traffic, and ¢xtraordinary traffic caused by the defendants 
within section 23 of the Highways Act, 1878 ; and (2) assuming the avswer 
to the first question to be in the affirmative, how far the plaiotiffs’ right 
of action fur damages was limited by section 12 (1) (6) of tne Locomotiv. s 
Act, 1898. The action was brought by the plaintiffs as the highway 
authority to recover £698, which they had to expend to repair part of the 
highway from Farnborough t2 West Wickham, by reason of damage 
caused by traction engines passing slong the same and extra»rdivary 
traffic thereon, such weight or traffic having been conducted by or in 
consequence of the order of the defendants, The work of hauling 
stone in waggo:s was done by two firms of contractors, each firm doing 
the work under contract with the defendant corporation. The od 
during which the damage was claimed for, was from the 3lst of March, 


5 
March, 1905. The two firms of contractors were added as third parties in 
the action, the defendant 
indemnities contained in The 
this was extraordinary traffic, and pleaded that even if it were so, 


plaintiffs could not recover for damage so caused for more than a of 
twelve months before the issue of the writ under the provisions of section 
12 (1) (6) of the Locomotives 1898, which section provides that 
‘* proceedings for the recovery any ** shall be 
pares, ons = ee ee ee a ee Se 
damage m done ; or W damage consequence of parti- 
cular building coutiact, or work extending over sleag period, suall 


damage to 
for the repair of the road were supplied for the of the 
defendanta, to be delivered at certain ar ehaiune ont 
such — y at 6 ee 
direct, not for any definite work, the work done by the 
work extending over a long period within meaning of the section. He 
gave judgment for the full amount found due for the year in question. 
the defendants 

Tue Covar ( Atverstong, 0.J., and Bucktey and Kenwepy, L.JJ.) 
affirmed the decision of Walton, J., on the first : 
by reason of the limitation in section 12 (1) (6) of the Act 
plaintiffs could only recover for damage done during the twelve months 
preceding the issue of the writ. The wri! the 
of August, 1905, and therefore the period for which damage could 


March, 1905, the end of the year under consideration in the claim. The 
apportioned amount of 
and therefore the order of Walton, J. would be varied by awarding that 
sum in lieu of the £350 for which judgment had beenentered. The appeal 
to this extent would be allowed, but with no costs on the appeal .— . 
Daneku erts, K.C., Hohler, K.0., Colam and ‘ harles ; Macmorran wad Hansell. 
Souicrrors, Smith, Rumdell, ¢ Dods, for F. C, Lloyd Croydon; May, Sykes 
Co. 


¢ Reported by Easxixe Ruip, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re BOUCHERETT (DECEASED). BARNE v. ERSKINE. Joyce, J. 
7th and 12th Nov. 


Executors—Trusters—ApromtmMent or New Tresrers sy Execvron or 
Last Sunvivinc Truster—Aprrointment ny Execoror Parovrxe tHe 
Wu, Orger Executurs Nor Havire Proven Nur Jomive —“ Actine 
Executor ’’—‘‘ Persowat Representatives ’’—Execuror Dyixne Wrrn- 
out Having Taxen Paonate — Srarvre— Repeat —-Wiu1-— ** Ierirep 
Incorporation or SratutrE”’’—Lornp Cranworta’s Acr, 1860 (23 & 24 
Vict. c. 145), s. 27—Convevaneine Acr, 1881 (44 & 45 Vier. o. 41), 
s. 71—Trvsrezr Act, 18938 (56 & 57 Vicr. c. 53), s. 10—Counr or 
Pronate Act, 1858 (21 & 22 Vier. o. 95), s. 16. “tN 


A testator, by his will dated 1875, made provisions in the event of a new trus‘ee 
or trustecs of his will being appointed for the increase or reduction of the number 
of the :rus’ees. He died in 1877. In 1894 one of three executors of his last 
surviving trustee appointed new trust es of the will; the executor appointing had 
proved, his co-executors were alive but had not ,roved or renounced. 

Held, that the effect of the words in the will and the saving cl use of section 71 
of the Cunveyancing Act was to incorporate Lord Cranworth s Act, 1860, in the 
will, and that the appointment, having been made by the acting executor, wae good 

Re Solomon and Meagher's Contract (40 Oh. D. 508) and Re Walker and 
Hughes’ Contract (24 Ch. D. 690) followed. 

Held, further, ow by virtue of section 16 of the Court of Probate Aot, 1858, 
the two co-executors h.ving died without taking probate, the representation to 
the testator had gone and devolved as if these persons had. never been appointed 
executors. 


The testator, H. R. Boucherett, by his will dated 1875, declared that 
upon any appointment of a new trustee or ucw trustees under that his 
will the number of trustees might be or reduced. H. R. 
Boucherett died in 1877, and the last surviving of the original trustees died 
in 1888. ‘There were three executors named iu the will of the last surviving 
trustee, one only of whom touk out probate, r being reserved to the 
other two trustees to . Un the 16th of Roventnn, 1894, the executor 
who had proved pie srr new trustees of the will of H. R. Boucherett. 
At that date both the other executors were living, but they did not join in 
the appointment. Both these executors had died before the present pro- 
ceedings were instituted, and the question was now raised whether 
appointment of new trustees in 1904 was good, having regard 
that the two executors who did not join were 
ment both living and had not rencunced probate. By Lord Cranqworth’s 
Act, 1860 (23 & 24 Vict. c. 145), s. 27, it was provided that whenever any 
trustee . . should die it should be lawful iu the events specified for 
the ‘‘ acting executors or executor’’ to 
™ 7 _ Pak peda so 80 ae T 
by section 71 o vey Act, 1881, subject to the saving clause 
in aie same section. By section 10 of the ’ 

are given to the “‘ personal sentatives ’’ of the Jast survi 
The Court of Probate Act, 1 8. 16, enacts that ‘‘ whenever 
appointed in a will survives the executor, but dirs without 
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1904, t> the 3lst of March, 1905. The writ in the acticn was issued on 
the 22nd of Augus:, 1905, and the Jast loud delivered was on the 3ist of 
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administration of his effects shall and may without any further renuncia- 
tion go, devolve, and be committed in like manner as if such person had 
not been appointed executor.’’ 

Joxycr, J.—The question in this case is whether an appointment of new 
trustees made on the 16th of November, 1894, of the will of the testator, 
H. R. Boucherett, by the proving executor of the last surviving trustee of 
the will, is valid. e testator died on the 8th of June, 1877, and the 
will is dated the 25th of March, 1875. That will contains no power 
for the appointment of new trustees, but towards the end we have 
this declaration, that ‘‘upon any appointment of a new trustee or new 
trustees under this my will the number of trustees may be augmented 
or reduced not less than two,’’ and then, ‘that my trustees or trustee 
for the time being sball not be responsible for dispensing with title’ 
and so on. That was the ordinary lar mode of supplementing 
the provisions of Lord Cranworth’s Act (23 & 24 Vict. c. 145) with reference 
to the appointment of new trustees, and he need only refer to Davidson 
(2nd ed.), vol. 4, pp. 77, 78, 453, and 580, and vol. 3, p. 228. There was, 
therefore, what the text-books call, not absolutely correctly, ‘‘an implied 
incorporation ’’ of the provisions of Lord Cranworth’s Act, and conse- 
quently (I do not mean by reason of the incorporation, but by reason of 
the existence of the Act and of the words) down to the passing of the 
Conveyancing Act of 1881, such an appointment as that now in question 
could validly have been made. As to that there is no question whatever. 
Then came the Uonveyancing Act of 1881, which repealed Lord Cran- 
worth’s Act in part—that is to say, it repealed the sections containing 
the powers of appointment of new trustees and so on; but there is 
a saving clause in section 71 of the Act, which is to this effect so far 
as is material : ‘‘The repeal by this Act-of any enactment shall not 
affect the validity or invalidity or the operation of any instrument 
executed or made before the commencement of the Act.’’ Upon that 
it is plain that the powers of Lord Cranworth's Act, as incorporated by 
implication, if that be the correct expression, in this will, were not 
destroyed by implication. It has been so decided by Mr. Justice North 
in Re Solomon and Meagher's Contract (40 Ch. D. 508), and as far as I know 
never doubted: see also Walker and Hughes’ Contract (24 Ch. D. 690), 
another decision of Mr. Justice North. With both decisions, if I may say 
80 respectfully, I entirely agree. ‘Iherefore the effect is to my mind (I do 
not feel any doubt at all about it) that the saving clause in section 71 of 
the Conveyancing Act, 1881, keeps alive the powers in Lord Cranworth’s 
Act in cases where it was incorporated, either expressly or by implication 
in previous instruments. Consequently in my opinion this appointment 
is perfectly good. I think also that this appointment was good on another 
ground—namely, this, that although it does not appear in evidence, it was 
stated to me that the two other executors who were living at the date of 
the tment died without proving. Consequently I think, and in fact 
it is , that under section 16 of the Court of Probate Act, 1858, the 
representation to the testator goes and devolves in the same manner as if 
these to whom power was reserved to prove had never been 
appointed executors of the will, they having died without proving. I 
agree on that there is a difficulty that the words of the section are not 
— shall be considered to have gone and devolved,’’ but ‘‘ shall go 
and devolve.”’ On consideration I am of opinion that that makes no 
difference, so on that ground also | think this appointment is perfectly 
good. In any case it is good on the first ground which I stated.— 
JounseL, F. Farrer; Bryan Farrer; Howard Wright. Souscrtors, Furrer § Co. 


[Reported by A. 8. Orr#, Barrister-at-Law. ] 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re JOHN MORRIS AND OTHERS, SOLICITORS. C.A. 19th Nov. 


Souicrrorn anp Cirent—Papers—Lien—Sacvairy Given ny CLIENT FOR 
Counse.’s Fees anp Exrenses—Osper Waat Circumstrances THE GIVING 
or Secunity Destnoys Lien. 


Prima facie where a solicitor has a lien for his charges upon papers belonging 
to a client in his possession, this lien may be lost, released, or waived in the same 
way asa lien which any other person may possess on the property of another. 
The main difference between the case of a solicstor’s len, and that, for example, if 
an innkeeper is that where a solicitor takes any security which is in any degree 
inconsistent with the retention of the lien, it is the solicstor’s duty to give express 
notice to his client if he intends to retain the lien, otherwise the lien witl be taken 
to be abanduned. Applying this general principle to the present case, Bucknill, 
J., at chambers, decided that securitics given in the months of November, 1900, 
and May, 1902, by the client to his solicitors were not giren under such circum- 
stances as to destroy the latters’ lien on papers in their custody. 

Held, dismissing an appeal by the client, that the judge had rightly refused to 
order the solicitors to hand over papers in their custody. 

Biesell ¢. Bradford Tiamways Co. (9 T:mes L £. 337), in which Re Taylor 
(1891, 1 Ch. 50) was considered, distinguished and approved. 


‘Appeal from an order of Bucknill, J., at chambers. The facts, as 
stated by Lord Alverstone, C.J., in his considered judgment, were 
as follow: In October, 1900, Messrs. Ashurst, Morris & Co. had 
been acting as Mr. Wyler’s solicitors for about two years. They had 
so acted in a number of matters, some of which were still pending. 
In October, Mr, Stevenson, a member of that firm, agreed that he 
(Wyler) should deposit securities with Messrs, Ashurst & Co. for 
the purpose of securing all sums which then were or should thereafter 
become due from him to them in respect of their fees, sege ne and 
disbursements. In pursuance of this agreement, Mr. Wyler eposited 
certain securities, and from time to time made, in accordance with the 


of June, 1902, were handed to his firm simply as security for counsels 
fees and for out-of-pocket disbursements, an A his affidavit he jap 
that he never asked Wyler, nor did Wyler agree to give his firm 
security for any other purpose or for his general indebtedness, present 
or future. A dispute having arisen with reference to the solicitors’ lien 
on the papers, the matter went for decision to Bucknill, J. As regarded 
the deposit of the securities on the 9th of November, 1900, on the 
affidavits, the learned judge found in favour of the contention of Mr 
Stevenson. That matter commenced with a letter from the solicitors 
asking for a cheque to pay the brief fee. This request undoub 
related to the action of Seear v. Wyler. Mr. Wyler on that da 
replied, “As arranged, I beg to enclose as security for my account with 
you”’ certain debentures, to which the solicitors replied.-in a letter 
headed ‘‘Seears Action,’ stating that they held the debentures “ip 
accordance with the arrangement made between you and Mr. Steven. 
son.”’ The question was whether the lien of Messrs, Ashurst in res 
of their costs generally was waived by the deposit of these securities, It 
was said that the words in Mr. Wyler’s etter above set out “as 
security for my account,’’ showed that the security was received 
generally in respect of all their costs, and that, therefore, the lien had 
one. Bucknill, J., held that these securities were given for dis- 
ursements in Seear v. Wyler, and that the accepting of this security 
was not sufficient to get rid of the general lien for costs in all matters. 
No further arrangement was suggested until that which occurred in 
1902. On January in that year Mr. Stevenson wrote to Mr. Wyler 
stating that their disbursements amounted to £3,133 and their charges 
to £3,000. No reply to that letter was put in evidence. On the 14th 
of April, 1902, Messrs. Ashurst & Co. wrote, ‘‘You have observed 
the amount of the out-of-pocket expenses, and if you are in a position 
to give us some further cover for these we shall be glad to hear from 
you.”” During the month of May correspondence passed, with regard 
to counsel’s fees. On the 28th of M > Wyler wrote, ‘‘We beg to 
hand you herewith 504 debentures as security for costs in our House of 
Lords appeal.’” Mr. Wyler contended that the receipt of this 
security was inconsistent with the retention by Messrs. Ashurst of 
their general lien. It was also argued that a letter of Messrs. Ashurst 
of the 30th of May, 1902, and Mr. Wyler’s reply of the 9th 
of June, 1902, were wholly inconsistent with Mr, Wyler’s claim that 
he was entitled to receive all the papers in the custody of the firm as 
a matter of right, and that in the circumstances no lien existed w 
them. <A further point was raised on behalf of Mr, Wyler, namely, 
that in sending a security on the 19th of June, 1902, with a letter 
which contained the words ‘‘as security for my account and for costs in 
my libel action,’’ Bucknill, J., ought to have decided that the security 
was given and received on account of the general costs, and that, there- 
fore, the lien was altogether discharged. The appeal against the 
decision of Bucknill, J., by Mr. Wyler having been argued, the court 
reserved judgment. 
Lord Atverstone, C.J., after stating the facts, said Bucknill, J., 
in chambers had decided that the securities deposited by Mr. Wyler 
in the months of November, 1900, and May, 1902, were not deposited 
under such circumstances as to destroy the solicitors’ lien. It was 
against that order that Mr. Wyler appealed, and on appeal he further 
contended that a security he gave in aoe 1902, was also given under 
such circumstances, and discharged the solicitors’ lien. In his lord- 
ship’s opinion Bucknill, J., was right in declining to order Messrs. 
Ashurst & Co. to hand over all papers to Mr. Wyler, and therefore 
the appeal should be dismissed with costs. 

Bucxey, L.J., in concurring, said that where a solicitor entitled to 
a lien took from his client security upon property already included 
in the lien, or where such an one took security whi ave him a right 
to interest which could not otherwise be payable to him, it might well 
be that his lien was gone: Bissell v. Bradford Tramways Co. (9 
T. L. R. 337). For there was a new agreement between the creditor 
and the debtor which, within Lord Watson’s words in Bank of Africa 
v. Salisbury Gold Co. (1892, A. C. 284) was incompatible with the 
retention of the lien. In the present case the existence of the security 
was not inconsistent with the continued existence of the lien. Here 
the question was a general question. Had the solicitor’s lien gone? In 
other words, had the solicitor waived or released his lien if he took 
security for his costs or for part of them without communication made 
to his client by which he expressly, or having regard to all the facts, 
impliedly reserved his lien, or, at any rate, was the lien under these 
circumstances prima facie gone, and was the onus on the solicitor to 
shew that it was not gone, and that he had expressly or impliedly 
reserved his lien? No doubt the case of a solicitor differed from that 
of other persons, say, for example, that of an innkeeper in respect of 
his right of lien—a difference which arose from the fact that it was 
the duty of a solicitor to explain to his client the effect of that which 
the client was about to do. The authorities, however, did not answer 
the general question. Cowell vy, Simpson (16 Ves. 275), which was the 
leading case, leaves the question in doubt whether a solicitor who took @ 
particular form of security abandoned his lien: see also Balch v. Symes 
(T. & R. 87-92), Hewison v. Guthries (2 Bligh N. C. 755-759), and 
Angus v. McLachlan (23 Ch, D. 330). Counsel for the appellant relied 
on Re Taylor (1891, 1 Ch. 591), but his lordship thought that the 


1 Ch, 199) the judgment of North, J., did not, in his opinion, carry 
the matter further. I } 
whether the solicitor had taken a security incompatible with the reten- 
tion of his lien, or had made with his client an arrangement which 
sufficiently indicated the intention of the parties that the right 





yg further deposit of securities. These securities, which were 


jeposited on the 9th of November, 1900, the 28th of May and the 19th 
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head-note in that case was too large. 1In Douglas Norman & Co (189%, # 
The facts of this case had to be looked at to see > 


be no longer enforced. A solicitor’s lien was a lien on property. It 
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abandoned it. In his opinion, in the present case, the solicitor neither 
released it nor made any such arrangement as indicated the intention 
that the right should no longer be enforced. From the affidavits he 
came to the conciusion that as solicitors were entitled to a lien upon 
all the papers of the client in their possession, the appeal should be 
dismissed. 

Kennepvy, L.J., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—Counse,, Rufus 
Isaacs, K.C., end William Wills; Bankes, K.C., and Bremner. 
Soricrrors, Guscotte, Wadham, Bradbury, & T'ickell ; Ashurst, Morris, 
Crisp, & Co. 

[ Reported by Easxixe Rerp, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re W. HARRISON, SOLICITORS. Parker, J. 2st Nov. 


SouicitoR AND CLrent—Costs—Taxation—Rvie or Eriquerte—Counsz. 
EstitLep To Brizey—KmpLtoymant or CounseL Contsary 10 CLIEgNnt’s 
InsTRUCTIONS. 


The rule of etiquette entitling counsel wnder certain circumstanas to a brief at 
the trial of an action is not binding on a lay client. Where, therefore, a solresior, 
following such rule of etiquette, briefs counsel contrary to the express instructions 
of the lay client, he will not, on taxation, be aliowed counsel's fee on such brief, 
nor the costs of and incident to its preparation. 


Summons to review taxation. Before certain proceedings in the 
Probate Division of the High Court of Justice were commenced, the 
solicitors then acting for the applicants consulted a certain King’s 
Counsel, Mr. A., with reference to the case, who advised adversely. 
Subsequently, after the probate proceedings had been commenced, Mr. 
A. was again consulted on a point of practice, which, under rule 20 
of the ‘‘Bar Etiquette,’’ Annual Practice, 1908, ii., p. 740, entitled 
him to a brief af the trial of the action. Rule 20 provides: ‘Counsel 
who has drawn pleadings or advised during the progress of an action 
on behalf of any party shal! not accept a retainer or brief from any 
other party without giving the party for whom he has drawn pleadings 
or advised . the opportunity of delivering a brief to him, but 
such counsel is entitled to a brief at the trial unless express 
notice to the contrary shall have been given to him with the instruc- 
tions to draw such Pate or advise.’ The lay clients objected to 
Mr. A. being briefed at the trial, and desired the solicitors to employ 
another counsel; but the solicitors, however, following the rule of 
etiquette, briefed Mr. A. In taxing the costs, the applicants objected 
to the allowance of the fees paid to Mr. A., and the costs of and 
incidental to the preparation of his brief, on the ground that the brief 
was delivered by the solicitors in direct opposition to their wishes and 
instructions. Even if any rule of etiquette requiring the delivery by 
the solicitors of a brief to Mr. A. in this case existed, such rule could 
not be binding upon or enforced against the express instructions and 
wishes of the clients. The taxing-master gave the following answer : 
“Having regard to rule 20 as to bar etiquette, as Mr. A. had advised 
during the proceedings, and did not waive the delivery of a brief at 
the hearing, in my opinion, the solicitors were bound to deliver the 
be and are, therefore, entitled to recover fees paid from their 

ient.”’ 

ParkeER, J., in giving judgment, after shortly stating the facts, read 
the answer of the taxing-master, and continued: In my judgment, that 
answer is no good answer, because it assumes that these rules of 
etiquette as between members of the profession have an effect outside 
and beyond the relations inter se of members of the profession in both 
its branches. I do not think that they have any such relation, or 
affect in any way the relations known to the law between solicitor and 
client. If they are enforceable at all, they are only enforceable because 
the members of the profession choose to govern their conduct by 
reference to them. If, for example, a client of a solicitor positively 
instructs him not to brief a certain counsel, I do not think that he 
is bound to brief that counsel as between himself and his clients so as 
to saddle his clients with liability for so briefing the counsel, merely 
because, under the rules of etiquette which have been sanctioned by 
both branches of the profession, the counsel is said to be entitled to 
a brief. In my judgment, the proper course for a solicitor to pursue 
when he is instructed not to brief a certain counsel, who, according 
to these rules of etiquette, is said to be entitled to a brief, is either 
to explain the rule to the client and say that when he briefs anybody 
else he should have, in fairness to him and to the panera peo, 
to state the facts, and that then that counsel in all probability might 
return his brief; or, if he feels that the case justifies it, he may say 
that he is so clearly governed by the rules of the profession and the 
etiquette of the profession that if he is not allowed to brief that 
counsel he shall be justified in throwing up his retainer and refusing 
to act for the client any further. But it does not seem to me that he 
can rely upon the rules of etiquette which have been so adopted by 
both branches of the profession so as to justify him in briefing the 
counsel in question, notwithstanding his client’s refusal to give his 
authority, and then charge his client with the expenses incurred in 
delivering such brief. It appears’ to me that the taxing-master is 
Wrong, because he has assumed that, because according to the rules 
of etiquette the counsel may be entitled to a brief, therefore the client 
is bound to pay the costs of that brief, notwithstanding that the client 

given ress instructions that the counsel in question shall not 
be briefed. If that is the case, and if the facts, as stated in the objec- 
tion, are correct,—namely, that they were incurred in direct opposition 
to the express instructions to the contrary of the clients—then all 
these fees ought to be disallowed. It appears that the counsel in 
question, prior to the issue of the writ in the Probate Division, had 
advised on the case, and had advised, if not adversely, at any rate with 
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considerable hesitation as to whether the case of his clients was really 
@ good one. After the issye of the writ a question arose as to whether 
a lady who was not a party to the action, but. who was financing the 
proceedings on behalf of her daughtet, should be appoirited, or could 
properly be appointed, as guardian ad litem of an infant. defendimt 
who was never represented by the solicitors in the present case. On 
that point the counsel in question was consulted after the issue of the 
writ; and that is the only thing which it is suggested brings him 
within rule 20, if within the meaning of that rule the writ is the com- 
mencement of the proceedings on which he has been consulted. The 
clients were—not unnaturally, perhaps, though from another point of 
view quite unreasonably—adverse to employing a counsel who had 
advised so much against Them on the merits of the case, thinking that, 
with a counsel who had so advised, they might have less chance of 
succeeding than with a counsel who had not advised them in the case 
at all, or whose opinion was more favourable to their case; and on 
that ground, and on that ground alone, they desired that the counsel in 
question should not be briefed at the trial: They desired that in his 
stead another very eminent counsel should be briefed, and they pressed 
that point, too, upon their solicitors. On the 14th of October, 1905, 
Mrs. Johnston, one of the clients in question, writes to the solicitors 
# letter containing these, words: *‘A man who has given such an 
adverse opinion is not entitled to be briefed for the case, for then, 
[ agree with him, we should have very little chance of winning, and 
naturally we should not like to have our interests in his hands, We 
have not authorized you to brief Mr. A. or for our case, when 
it comes on; because you chose Mr. A.’s opinion in our case it does 
not in any way bind us to brief him at the trial."’ Then the letter 
goes on to insist that another counsel should be briefed. It seems to 
me tliat primé facie that is a direct instruction on the part of ‘the 
clients to the solicitors not to brief a particular counsel. @ answer 
to that, which is written on the 15th of October, deprecates the —— 
of the eminent counsel whom the client desired to brief on the 1 
of expense and otherwise, and then proceeds to state: ‘‘ Besides all 
this, there is a rule of the profession —* upon both counsel and 
solicitors) which practically prevents us from briefing any one but the 
counsel already employed in the case, whom we advisedly selected 
originally as being the best for the purpose.’’ That is, of course, a 
reference to rule of the rules of etiquette, to which 1 have already 
referred. After that an interview took place between the clients and 
the solicitors, and, notwithstanding what the solicitors told them, the 
clients insisted upon briefing the eminent counsel in question instead 
of the one who was originally employed; and I find on the evidence 
that the reasons which were given by one of the firm of solicitors at 
that interview with regard to the necessity of employing the counrel 





original] employed were the same (perhaps stated in ter detail) 
which the solicitors had mentioned in their letter. n bene = 
counse 


gentleman told his clients that he was bound to employ 
in question because of this rule governing the etiquette of the profes- 
sion; and, in my opinion, the evidence points to the fact that the 
position upon that taken up by the clients was this: “‘Well, we 
insist upon having the counsel we named, and, of course, if you are 
bound to employ the other counsel, we suppose we cannot help it, ‘bat 
we object to his being employed.” I find that, as a fact, on the 
evidence before me with reference to the attitude taken up by the 
arties; and I do not think that their attitude in any way derogates 
rom their position taken up on the 14th of October—namely, that they 
objected to the employment of this icular counsel. I think that the 
advice, or what they were told by the solicitors, in that cane was 
erroneous. The solicitors were not, in my opinion, bound to, employ 
this particular counsel, or, at any rate, bound in the sense that they 
were entitled to throw the costs of es. him upon the clients 
contrary to their express instructions. ether they were bound, 
according to this particular rule, as a matter of etiquette between them- 
selves and the counsel, I need not consider; but I think it is quite 
clear that they were not in any way bound to do it in the sense which 
their clients would naturally understand. That being the case, can I 
say—which is really the point of the whole proceeding—that this 
counsel was briefed with the authority of the clients? He was the 
third counsel in the case, and he was briefed under the: circumstances 
te which I have shortly referred. He was briefed, I think, against 
their wishes, and if they acquiesced at all they only acquiesced in his 
being briefed because they were told by the solicitors that they were 
bound to brief him. I do not think that there was such obligation 
on them to brief this particular counsel, and that the proper course 
to have been pursued was the course which I ted before—namely, 
that the solicitors might have advised them that om instructing anybody 
else they were bound to state the facts and to give that somebody else 
an opportunity of acting upon the spirit of the rule, which is a spirit 
which is to be observed if matters of etiquette are to be binding upon 
the members of the profession. But, beyond the profession, the ru'e 
has no operation at all. Under. these circumstances it appears to me 
that I must decide as a fact that the counsel was briefed against the 
directions and against the wishes and without the authority of the 
clients ; and, that being so—and I have already decided that what the 
taxing-master says on the question of law is no legal reason for allow- 
ing the fees—I think that the fees ought to be disallowed, and also all 
the cost of copying the documents with the particu'ar brief, and 
everything else referred to in the objections. They are all on the same 
footing.—CounseL, Martelli; Austen Cartmell. Soxtcrtors, Budd, 
Johnson, & Jecks ; Church, Adams, & Prior. 


[Reported by Lroxanv T. F np, Barrister-st-Lew.) 
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New Orders, &c. 


Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906. 


The Secretary of State for the Home Department hereby gives notice, 
pursuant to section 1 of the Rules Publication Act, 1893, that he proposes, 
at the expiration of 40 days from the publication of this notice, to make 
Regulations under section 12 of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906, 
requiring employers in certain industries to furnish him with annual 
returns giving the number of injuries in respect of which compensation 
has been paid under the same Act, the amount of such compensation, and 
other particulars relating thereto. The industries to which the Regulations 
apply Ao mines, quarries, factories, railways, docks, works of engineering 
and 8 ing. 

Co al the draft Regulations may be obtained, on application, from 
the Winder Secretary of State, Home Office, Whitehall, London. 

Whitehall, 22nd November, 1907. 








Law Students’ Journal. 


Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srupe¥rs’ Desatinc Socrety.—Nov. 19.—Chairman, Mr. G. C. 
.—The subject for debate was: ‘* That this House approves of 

the action of the railway companies in declining to * recognise ‘ the persons 
who purport to represent their employed.”” Mr. J. H. Watts opened in the 
affirmative; Mr Harvey Jameson seconded in the affirmative. The 


follow members also spoke: Messrs. Henderson, Ames, Adams, 
pal hite, H. Myers, Melville, Harston. The motion was carried by 
votes. 


Breminoram Law Srupents’ Socrery.—Nov. 19.—Mr. A. J. O'Connor in 
the chair.—The following moot point was discussed: ‘‘ That the case of 
Wilson v. Carniey (23 T. L. R 578) was wrongly decided.’’ The speakers 
in the affirmative were Messrs. A. R. O’Connor, W. Kentish, P. T. Currie, 
D. M. Wood, H. V. Argyle, and H. F. Bensly; and in the negative, 
Mesers. N. 8S. Hall, G. H. Willvox, R. B. Forsyth, T. H. Bethell, 
N. Birkett- Barker, U. L. M. Dachemin, and F. B. Darling. After the 
chairman had summed up he put the question to the meeting, the voting 
resulting as follows : For the affirmative, 10 ; for the negative, 8. A hearty 
vote of thanks to the chairman brought the proceedings to a close. 








Obituary. 
Mr. T. Penman. 


The death is announced of Mr. Thomas Penman, the junior partner 
in the firm of Messrs. Davies, Balkwill, & Penman, solicitors, New- 
castle-upon-Tyne, which occurred on the 14th inst. Mr. Penman, who 
was only in his thirty-first year, was educated at the Leys School, 
Cambridge, from which he won a mathematical exhibition at Sidney 
Sussex College, Cambridge, and he went into residence there in Octo- 
ber, 1896. In 1899 he was placed ninth in the Senior Optimes in the 
Mathemat‘cal Tripos, and proceeded to the B.A. degree. In 1900 he 
was placed first in Class I. of Part II. of the Law Tripos, and pro- 
ceeded to the LL.B. degree. In the same year Mr. Penman ‘was 
articled with Messrs, Clayton & Gibson, solicitors, Newcastle-upon- 
Tyne, and in June, 1903, he took the first place in the Solicitors’ Final 
Examination, and was afterwards awarded the Clement’s-inn and 
Daniel Reardon prizes. He subsequently commenced practice in Gates- 
head with Mr. W. W. Gibberd, who died in 1905. Only a few months 
ago Mr. Penman went inte partnership with Mr. W. Goode Davies, 
solicitor, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, and a promising future seemed assured 
for Him. About three months ago he contracted ptomaine poisoning. 
Complications ensued, and, after a long illness, an operation became 
necessary, and Mr. Penman never rallied from the shock. He was 
unmarried. Besides being well known in local legal circles, Mr. 
Penman was a keen golfer. 


Judge Russell. 


The Hon. Judge. Arthur Russell died last week, his death following 
an operation for ay rang mr His duties were to have been taken at the 
Kingston County Court last week by Mr. Woodcock, but when he arrived 
at the court a telegram was handed to him announcing Judge Russell's 
death, and he at once adjourned the court. Mr. Russell was the eldest 
son. of the late Lord Chief Justice. He was educated at Oriel College, 
Oxford, and for several years acted as secretary to his father. He was 
called to the bar in 1886, and was counsel in the Parnell Commission. 
From 1890 to 1900, in succession to Mr. Stanley Boulter, he was editor 
of the Times Law Reports. In 1900 he was appointed county court 
judge of Circu’t No. 45. 








It is announced that Mr. George Edalji has been restored to the roll 
of solicitors. Messrs Lewis & Lewis, on his behalf, presented a 
petition to the Master of the Rolls to reinstate him on the roll, and 
the learned judge granted the petition, thus restoring. Mr. Edalji to 
the position he occupied before he was tried and sentenced to~ seven 
years’ penal Servitude for the Great Wyrley cattle maiming outrages. 





$$$ 


Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Henry Epwarp Dvukeg, K.C., has been elected Treasurer of the 
Honourable Society of Gray’s-inn for the ensuing year, in succession tp 
Mr. Reader Harris, K.C., whose term of office will expire on the 3ist 
of December, 1907 

Mr. Hueco Younec, K.C., of the Midland Circuit, has been elected 
a Bencher of the Inner Temple, in succession to the late Mr. W, 
Pearson, K.C. 

Mr. Dvuepatz, K.C., Recorder of Birmingham, has been elected 
Treasurer of the Honourable Society of the Inner Temple for the 
ensuing year, in succession to Mr. Cooper Willis, K.C. 

Mr. Justice PHILLImoRE has been elected Treasurer of the Honour. 
able Society of the Middle Temple for the ensuing year, in succession 
to Mr. Justice Bigham. 


Changes in Partnerships. 


Admission. 


Mr. Blount, of the late firm of Foss & Blount, of 5, Fenchurch-street, 
London, solicitors, having retired, Mr. ARCHIBALD FEsTING BRYANT has 
been taken into partnership, and the firm will continue to carry on the 
business of the late firm Foss & Blount under the style of Foss & 
Bryant. 





Dissolutions. 


Ropert AYLWaRD and Henry James Copsett, solicitors (Aylward 
& Cobbett), 16, Clifford’s-inn, London. Nov. 1. The said Henry 
James Cobbett will continue to carry on the said business at 16, Clif- 
ford’s-inn, under the style aforesaid. 


Witi1am Buxton Asuton and Henry Buxton AncGiER AsHTON, 
solicitors (Buxton Ashton & Son), 38, Sackville-street, Piccadilly, 
London. Nov. 15. [Gazette, Nov. 22. 

FrepeERIcK Foss, Ernest WitutiaM Buiount, and Epwarp Foss, 
solicitors (Foss & Blount), 5, Fenchurch-street, London. Nov. 21. 

[Gazette, Nov. 26. 





General. 


It is announced that Mr. Henry Withrington, for fifteen year 
magistrate’s clerk at Marylebone, has been promoted to tlie position 
of chief clerk at the Lambeth police-court. He is succeeded at Maryle- 
bone by Mr. C. H. Denyer, from the Marlborough-street court. 


The forty-ninth meeting of the Bankruptcy Law Amendment Com- 
mittee was held on the 20th inst. at the Royal Courts. of Justice, Mr. 
Muir Mackenzie (the chairman) presiding. ‘lhe committee resumed the 
discussion of the subjects referred for consideration by the Terms 
of Reference upon a memorandum of the chairman. 


The memorial service at Lincoln’s-inn Chapel for the late Mr. Justice 
Kekewich was largely attended, both by judges, King’s Counsel, and 
members of the outer bar. An anthem by Brahms, ‘“‘ How lovely is 
Thy dwelling-place,’’ was sung by the choir, and most of those present 
joined in the hymn, ‘Our God, our help in ages past,’’ with which 
the service concluded. 

The Special Board for Law of the Cambridge University give 
notice that there will be an election to two Squire scholarships in law 
in July, 1908. The tenure of the scholarships will be as from the Ist 
of October, 1908. The annual value of en scholarship will be ; 


they will be tenable at any college of the University and may be held: 


for three years should the holder reside so long. Further details as to 
the regulations are given in forms of application, which can be obtained 
on application to the secretary to the Special Board for Law by letter 
to the Law Schools, Cambridge. 


In the course of the afternoon, Mr. Justice Ridley, sitting at the 
Central Criminal Court on the 20th inst., complained of the great 
draught in court. He was, he said, the last person in the world to 
make complaints, but there would be a vacancy on the bench before 
long if he tolerated this. Mr. George Elliott assured the learned judge 
that hé had the sympathy of the bar in the matter. 


gave orders ‘that a screen should’ be placed by the side of his ‘desk 
so as to afford a protection from the draught. 


A writer.in the Morning. Post says that we have to go no further, 
by Mr. Henry, 
the Commissioner of the Metropolitan Police, to learn that in. India; 
“all military and civil pensioners are now required to give their 7] 
finger impressions’’ [on seals) because the-measure was found neces ~ 
sary to prevent personation after the death of the pensioner. Mr 


than the official manual on finger-prints, drawn up 





Henry goes on to say that “in all the provinces of India. pérsons who, 
admitting execution, present documents for-registration are require’ 
to authenticate their signature or mark by fixing the impress‘on of 
their left thumb on the document and the, register kept for the 
purpose.” : “A number of other branches of the- public service“ ih 


India avé. enumerated in which the Indian Government insists upon 4 


the same means of identification. 


One’ wars either” 
suffocated or blown to pieces—generally suffocated. -Mr. Justice Ridley” 
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The governing body of Addenbrooke’s Hospital, says the Hvening 
Standard, are, it is stated, being urged to take proceed'ngs against the 
Great Eastern yoy! Co., under an Act of 1844. his sets 
out that ‘‘it shall not be lawful for the said page oe Be take up or 
set down any passenger or passengers at the mbridge Railway 
Station, or at any place within three miles of the same, between the 
hours of ten in the morning and five in the afternoon on any Sunday, 
and that for every person so taken up or set down the said company 
shall forfe't a sum not exceeding £5, the said forfeiture or penalty 
to be paid and applied to the benefit and use of Addenbrooke's 
Hospital.’’ 

Speaking at Bradford last week, the Lord Chancellor said that law 
reform was very necessary, and he hoped they had already done some- 
thing towards it. To his mind there were two objects which ought 
to be aimed at. One was that the law should as far as possible be 
made such that any person could understand it. The second was that 
the courts of justice ought to be in such a condition that they would 
be able at once to hear and to determine any controversies that came 
before them. . y other reforms were necessary, but those were two 
simple principles, which appealed to the plainest understanding, and 
he would do all he could in the pursuit of those humble but useful 
ambitions. 


On the evening of Wednesday, the 27th instant, the Law Society's 
teaching staff held a reception of past and present students in the 
library and common room of the society, lent for the occasion by the 
Council. In spite of the inclement weather over one hundred students 
attended, and appeared thoroughly to enjoy meeting old acqaintances, 
and the music of Mr. Faulkner’s orchestra, and other items contributed 
by friends and students. Among the senior sts who were present 
were Mr. Justice Parker, Mr. J. 8. Beale (Vice-President of the society), 
Mr. Ellett, and Mr, Pennington (members of the Council), Mr. Ernest 
Pollock, K.C., Mr. Cyprian Williams, Mr. Fossett Lock, Mr. A. V. 
Marchant, and many others. 

On Wednesday, Court of Appeal No. 2, says the Zimes reporter, 
having disposed af all the Chanc appeals in the printed list at the 
commencement of these sittings, with the exception of the cases trans- 
ferred for special reasons to the Lord Chief Justice’s Court, proceeded 
to hear appeals under the Workmen’s Compensation Acts, 1897 and 
1906, and disposed of seven of them during the day; they were, how- 
ever, cases arising under the Act of 1897, and presented no new ques- 
tions of law for consideration. The Master of the Rolls, in the course 
of the morning, had occasion to say that he wished the profession to 
understand that in all appeals under these Acts three copies of the 
application to the county court and answer must always be supplied 
for the use of the judges, 

The second annual Bohemian concert of the London Law Clerks’ 
Association was given at Anderton’s Hotel, Flect-street, E.C., on 
Tuesday, the 26th inst. Mr. Sam Mayo, Miss Margaret Cooper, and 
Mr, Barclay Gammon kindly rendered their..services, as well as other 
gee er The ree was ae m Apri bes i for 
the purpose improving the ition of law clerks a iding 
them with a means of obtain Fs technical education. Tax mmole: 
tion has received the support of Sir John Gorell Barnes (President of 
the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division) and a number of 
prominent barristers and solicitors, and by their aid has been the 
means of providing a number of excellent lectures. 

The crypt of St. Stephen’s, in which the Lord Chancellor will 
be married to Miss Hicks-Beach on Tuesday next, is, says the 
Westminster Gazette, a building which has had as varied a history 
as the Army and Navy Institution in Whitehall, which has been in 
turn a Royal banqueting hall, a Royal chapel, and is now used as a 
museum. It was for many generations a lumber-room, then a dining- 
room, and, subsequently, after the fire, by which St. Stephen’s Chapel, 
in which the House of Commons sat, was destroyed, it was restored 
and became once more a religious edifice. There is a curious relic of 
the time when the House of Commons sat in St. Stephen’s Chapel, 
above St. Stephen’s crypt, on whose site is now built St. ’s 
Hall. The bow made : ene of the House of Commons as they 
enter or leave the chamber is not a bow to the occupant of the hair 
or to the Mace, as the symbol of authority, but a survival of an 
old ceremonial observance, the bow to the Host behind the Speaker's 
Chair on the altar of St. Stephen’s Chapel in pre-Reformation days. 

Thursday, November 2ist, being the grand day of Michaelmas tern: 
at Gray’s-inn, the Treasurer (Mr. Reader Harris, K.C.) and the 
Masters of the Bench entertained at dinner the followin guests :— 
The Right Hon. the Earl of Coventry, the Right Hon. the Earl of 
Desart, the Right Hon. Lord Strathcona and Mount Royal, the Hon. 
Mr. Justice Darling, the Hon. Mr. Justice Bargrave Deane, the 
Bolivian a D’Affaires (Colonel Don Pedro Suarez), Sir Richard 
—— ag = sagt Ne oe es of the Royal College of 

is (Mr. Henry Morris), Dr. C. 8. Kenn niversi 
in Englidhi Law, Cambridge), Colonel : ”, ay OB, ie Oe 
Moberly Bell, Mr. Rehard Bell, M.P. The benchers present. in 
addition to _the treasurer were :—Mr. Henry Griffith, Me M. W. 
Mattinson, K.C., Mr. C. A. Russell, K.C., Mr. Montague Lush, K.C 
Mr. Edward Dicey, C.B., Mr. T. Terrell, K.C., Mr. Barnard, K.C., 

r. Duke, K.C., Mr. Edward Clayton, Mr. A’ KE. Gill, Mr. Vesey 
Ro Fe wa ee J. R. Atkin, E.C., with the Preacher, the Rev. 


We have heard a good deal latel vening | 
' ly, says the Z Standard, 
lawyers who have been poets, but the late Mr. Justice Kekowich 














was probably the only judge who introduced Shakespeare into the 
poly wane He did 20 last year in an action as to which he 
remarked, ‘“‘ As ards what I have said about the peal of bells 
being rung in a church, and connoting, not necessaril a religious 
service, that is to say, @ service which is being conducted in the 
church for the moment, but a notion of worship and titude to 
Heaven, I will not qaote, but 1 will refer those who are familiar 
with the lines than I am to the scene in the Forest of Arden, and 
what is said there about a peal of bells.’ As a footnote Orlando's 
words are given :— 


“If ever have looked on better days; 
If over boon whtew belle hisve Sanction tn ebmiesl.” 


Mr, Justice Kekewich did not think the Bard overrated; Baron 
Martin did, because he found, on being introduced ‘* Measure 
for Measure,"’ that the law there is ‘* atrociously bad.”’ 


On Monday last the Master of the Rolls, in Appeal Court No. 2, 
made a touching reference to the death of Mr. Justice Kekewich. 
Addressing Mr, Eve, K.C., he said: You have all heard with deep 
regret of the death of Mr. Justice Kekewich, the senior judge of the 
Chancery Division, who had been for more than twenty years a judge. 
We all recognize his unvarying courtesy to the bar; we ——ee 
his most anxious desire to promote the despatch of business and the 
convenience of all suitors; we recognize his industry and devotion to 
the public service. One illustration of this may be given. In the 
course of this very week, when he was beginning to feel the effects 
of the disease from which he died, he sent the only two reserved 
judgments that he had to be delivered by one of his colleagues. 

as passed away leaving no arrears to dispose of. I cannot say more 
than this, that we all valued him ae a friend. Mr. Eve, K.C., said: 
On behalf of the bar, and more particularly of those members of the 
Chancery bar who were associated with the late judge, both as a 
member of the bar and on the bench, I desire to associate myself with 
all that has fallen from your lordship, and to express our deep regret 
that we should have to commence our work to-day under such 
melancholy circumstances. 


In his address, the oo of the Birmingham Law Students’ 
Society, Sir John Gorell Barnes, discussed, among other matters, the 
changes in mercantile law’and the law of probate, and in the latter 
connection he urged students of the law to cultivate simplicity and 
clearness in drawing up wills. One of the best wills knew of, 
which was pronounced to be a one, consisted of three words 
only—‘‘ All to mother.”” On the subject of divorce, he said it re 
surprise them to know that there were in his court 700 cases of this 
kind in a year; whilst t were something like 8,000 applications 
for separation orders made before magistrates. This was a branch of 
law which they were almos§ certain, as practising solicitors, to have 
something to do with. There was not so much law to know about it, 
but there was a good deal of human nature. Knowledge of life more 
than knowledge of law would-Se valuable to them in dealing with such 
cases. On the subject of amalgamation between the two branches of 
the profession, Sir John said he was against it. He had travelled a 
good deal in Canada, and the effect of amalgamation between the two 
ranches there was most remarkable. It produced what was called 
a time limit on speeches. The advantages, he thought, remained on 
the side of keeping the two branches separate. 





Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 
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Winding-up Notices. 
London Gasette—Fuipar, Nov. 22. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
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Kesstzr & Co, ~ Creditors are required, on or before Jan 3, to send their names { names and addresses, one Oe ve pountord, liquidator debts or claims, to James Henry 


st, Manchester. Milne fine & Oo 
ri Dec 3, Steavenson & Could 


the afternoon of Dec 2 


Parmer Carenixe Syepicatz Liwitsp—Pet for winding up, presented Nov 15, directed | Dee 3. 
to be heard Dec 3. Young & Sons, Mark lane, solors for pstner. Notice “3 appearing 
moust reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock ia the afternoon of D2. 2 

Thomas Pamurps & Co, Louren Petn for wioding up, presented Nov 21, directed to be 

Yeaman, West Maling, solors for 


oy of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the 
Dec 2 


uired, on or before Dec 31, to send 
heir names and addreses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frank Tingle, 
110, Cannon st. Kahn, Gresham house, solor for liquidator 
County Patatixne or LANCASTER. 
Kessuzn & Co, Limitep—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 11, directed to be heard at | directed to be heard 
‘Assize Courts 


heard Dec 3. Berryman, Abchurch In, for Brennan & 


afternoon of 
Waurer Currrorp & Oo, Liutrgp - Creditors are 


, Strangeways, , on Dec 2, 
solor for — "Notice of appearing m 
o’clock in the afternoon of Nov 30 


London Gesstte.— Tusspar, Nov. 26. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


LamrTep tm Caaxocery. 


Axoosy Resravkayt, Luurep- Creditors are required, on or before Dec 23, to send their 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gasette.—Tunspay, Nov, 19. 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Asport, Freperice Wiiiam, Leicecter,, Wheelwright 
Leicester Pet Oct 29 Ord Nov l4 
Aureep Leoro.p, Bucklersbury, Wine Mer- 
chant h Court Pee Oct 17 Ord Nov 15 


Basxee, Jonny, , Dealer in Fusniture Sheffield 
Pet Nov i4 Ord Nov 4 

Barnaow, Aupert. Kpwaev, Worcester, Cook Worcester 
Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 


Beecu, Joux Thomar, Long Eaton, Derby, Tailor Derby 
Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov 15 
Barusrgin, ALexanper Sypxey, Dford Chelmsfo:d Pet 
Bept cd Nov 15 : 
Bawors, Frepzrice Joux, Rustball, Kent Tunbridge 
ellis Pet Novl4 Ord Nov 14 
Catvsetr, Witiiam, Cumberland «et, Actor Manchester 
Pet Noy 15 Ord Noy 15 
Cuements, Hewry Geoacz, Wisbech, Cambridge, Teacher 
of Music King’s Lynn Pet Nov 14 Fa Nov 4 
Leonards on Sea, Sussex Bradford 


Eonuxps, Wirusam Hewey, Bethesda, Carrarvon, Cscle 
Dealer Bangor Pet Nov 13 Ord Nov 13 
ouam, Jonx, Sunderiand, Architect Sund-rland 
Pet Oct 21 Ord Nov i4 
Fauuen, Grongz Epwasp, Wath upon Dearne, Yorke, 
General Dealer Shefficid 


nt Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov *. 
uuis, Gsosce, Ramagate, Canterbury Pet Nov 
16 Ord Nov 16 
ma Witt Rane Sydenham, 
Greenwich Pet Octll Ord Noy 15 
Witisam, Sunderland, Physician Sunderland 
Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 
am. Apeues, Max Lupwie fd be Blandford rd, Bed- 
vr » Journalist tford 


Kent, Corn Merchant 


Pet July 24 Ord 


Govipme, Witi1aM, Levenshulme, nr Manchester, Estate 
Matichester Pet Novi5 Ord Nov 15 
Gaurritus, Taomas, Tonypandy, Giam, Carpenter Punty- 
pridd _Pet Nev 15 Ord Nov 15 


Ha asy, Sheppey, 
Rochester "Pet Oct 29 Urd' Nov 13 
Cart Epwaap, Wal ham Cross, Fruit Grower 
Edmonton Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 
aca Samvuet, F , Presbyterian Minister Frome | 
Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 


Hioxs, ALrrep Wi44am, Wolverhampton, Builder Wolver- | 





am PetNovi3 Ord Nov l4 
Birpgs, Jons, Ashford, Kens, Farmer Canterbury Pet | 


Nov.ié Ord Nov 16 
Surrey, Draper’s Assistant Guild- 
Nov 12 Nov 15 


rticulars of their debts or claims, to Frank Youatt, 7, Norfolk 

hg men ee = 4 liquidator tod Mov-0, 
Hott Soar Works, Loutep—Petn for winding up, pres2n' ‘ov 

Lames ax, I oon - ‘Bi weil, Fenchurch st, for Reed, Hul', solor 


for petners. Notice of appeariog must reach the above-named not iater than 6 o'clock in 


t reach the above-named not later than 2 T 


Kent, Farmer 


Thornton, Crown chmbrs, 


heard before the Court 


afternoon of Dec 12 


required, on or before 
their debts or claims, to 


Nationat Moron Main 


Pears, 14, 
st, solors for lig 


at 10.30. Page, Manchester 
HoRIUM, Limite 


debts or elaims, to Chas. F. Kicha 
| Waratvotow Investuent Buripixe AnD Apvance Co, Limrtz0, Warrington, Lancas‘ter— 
| ired, on before Jan 31, to send their names and addresses, and the 


Creditors are requi 





_—— 





{ Hotpew, Tom, Nelson, Lancs, Bookkeeper Burnley Pet 


Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 

Hoiwe, Eowarp James, Landport, Haats, Decorator Ports- 
mouth Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 

Hopeoop, Caauies Witwiam, Fratton, P rtsmouth, Gre2n- 
grocer Portsmouth Pst Nov 12 Ord Nuv 12 

Hyper, James, Kingston, Caterer Kingston, Surrey Pet 
Aug 22 Ord Nov 13 

[aeLand, AgTuus, Truro, Assistant School Teacher Truro 
Pet Nov16 Ord Nov 16 

Jacxsox, Farp, Gorle, Yorks, Tobacconist Wakefield 
Pet Novis Ord Nov 15 

Jonsson, Water Eaaszsr, Chorlton cum seats, Lanes, 
Buyer Salford Pet Novi4 Ord Nov 

Jongs, Epwargp Wit.1am, Upper Bangor, eineven; Shoe- 
maker Bangor Pet Oct 30 Ord Nouv 14 

Keates, Taomas Henry Witiiam, Gt Yarmouth, Ho‘el 
Keeper Gt Yarmouth Pet Oct 16 Ord Nov 15 

Kanyon, Taomas Epwarp Haraisox, West Didsbury, 
Manchester, Shipping Merchant Manchester Pet Aug 
23 Ord Nov 1 

Kise, EKaygst Patten, Stroud, Glos, Cycle Maker 
Gloucester Pet Novis Ord Nov 13 

Mappvisox, Wri11am Hattos, Cirencester, Horse Dealer 
Swindon Pet Oct23 Ord Nov 16 

Mircue.t, Aucostus, Clement's In, Agent High Court 
Pes Oct 30 Ord Nov 14 

Mu.uss. Wavrer, St Joha’s, vee Grocer’s Assistant 
Guildford Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 15 

Normay, Wittiam Gaeen, and Jusera Cart, Stratford, 
Auctioneers High Court Pet O.t10 Ord Nov 16 

Parkinson, Jouw Caagvigs, Liverpool, Solicitor Liverpool 
Pet Aug7 Ord Nov 16 

Pusips, Reotsaup Harotp, Bridgwater, Grocer Bridg- 
water Pet Novié Ori Nov 16 

P.ck, Isiporz, Devonport, Tailor Piymouth Pet Oct 2 
Ord Nov 16 

Ramsay, Jony Mout, Castlewood rd, Stamford Hill, Glass 
Merchant Court Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 16 

Saxoscaansky, Jossru, Nottingham Nottingham 
Nov 1 Ord Nov 15 

Starrusp, Wituam Heney, Sut, House Fuarnisher 
Derby Pet Oct 31 Ord Nov 14 

—- Epwarp WILLIAM, roster, Portrait Engraver 
Oxford Pet Oct 19 Ord Nov 1 

Swirrt, mae, | Preston, Beorseller Preston Pet Nov 
14 


Tuorsez, Ricuarp, "Fordingtop Penehester, Haulier Dor- 
chester Pet Nov 16 Nov 
| Pwanese. Atserr, Crewe, Licsosed Victualler Cr.we 
t Sept 28 Ord Nov 1é 
wan Joan srenteens, Oidham Oldham Pet Noy 14 


Ord Nov 1 
Wittrams, Ric garp, Aberbargoe4, aoa, Colliery Hitcher 
Tredegar Pet Nov 14 Nov 1 ) 


| Woopvwakp, ALraep Aucustus, Surbiton Kingston, Surrey 
Pet Sept 26 Ord Nov 15 


| Paragiorio Investment Corroration, Liarrep—Peta for windi ape De 

Dec 10. Attenborough & Sons, 15 and 16, Thavies inn, H 
solors for petners. Notice of appearing mus: reach the above-named not later thang 
o’clock in the afternoon of Dec 9 

p—Creditors are required, on or before D2 14, to send particu'ars of their 


articulars of their debts or claims, to Mr Geor 
Greer. Cobbett & Co, Manchester, solors for liquidator 





ath st, Romf 


| Barrawnia ‘Launpry, Luutep -Peta for winding ng up, Dee reseuted Nov 21, directel to he 
urt at Half acre, Brentford 
Gresham st. Notice of app2ariog mus: reach the above-named not later than 6 ig 


13, at 10. Sadd’& Stoller, 


Carttow Garace, Linrrep —Peta for winding up, presented Nov 20, directed to be heart 
Kemble, Orchard st, Portman 8q, sulor for petners. Notice 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternooa of Dec 2 

Eoyptiay Taust awp Invesi ment, Limiren (1 aneenas Liquipatiox)—Creditors are 

to Geuge Thomss Brosdbridge, 62, London Wall, "i 
orge omas Broadbridge, 62, vans & 

Nicholas.ln, solors for liquidator Co, 

acu Co, Lturrev —Creditors are required, on or before Jan7, 

to send their names and addresses, and the psrticul irs of their debts or claims, to Sid 

George st, Mansion House. Peters & Bolton, Guildhall chmbes, B 


of appearing mast 


addresses, and the p wticalars of 





ted Nov 21, 


rdson, 18, Eldon st, liquidator 


Harry Lawton, 14, Brown st, 


Waay, Atsest, Kingston u Hull Kingston upon Hull 

Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 7 on coe 

Wrxes, Joan, and Heasert Ewarr Giavsroxss Wrxes, 
Peterborough, Bui:dera Peterborough Pet Nov 
O:d Nov 1 

Youe.r, Gzores, Bournbrook, Worcester Puinter Bir 
miogham Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 


London Gasetie,—Faipay, Nov. 22. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. : 


Axcetmay, Samugt, Birkenhead, Cheshire, Clothie 
Birkenhead Pet Nov 5° O:dNov 18 

Baanert, Geoxrce Epwarp Ceci, Cheverells Green, nr 
Markyate, Dunstable, Herts, Scock Jobber Luton Pet 
Noviv Ord Nov 19 

Brat, Farperickx, Norwood rd, Tulse Hill, Diaper High 

Court Pet Oct 81 Ord Nov 19 

Bazwer, Haarzy, Feleham, Suffolk, Builder Bury & 
Edmunds Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 

Buiway, Isapettz G H, Bournemouth Povle Pet Nov6é 
1d’ Nov 18 

Cagtey, Witt1am, Holcut, Beds, Farmer Lu‘on Pet Noy 
18 ‘Ord Nov 18 

Cacox, Jones Wictiaw, Wigan, Lancs, Redeny Wagan 
Agent Wigan Pet Oct 3: vid Novi 

Daviss, Wit.1am, Lianharan, Glam, pe ho Cardiff Pe 
Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 

Davis, Haery, Boscomb3, Bournemouth. Builler- Pools 
Pet Nov6 Ord Nov 18 

Dovet, Atragp H, Leeds, Eogineer Leeds Pet Oct 2 
Ord Nov 1 

Ex, atone see, Fisherman Plymouth Pet Nor 

ov 20 

Siem Daxisu, Gwauncaegurweo, Liangauic'e, Glam, 
Labourer Aberayon Pet Nuv ¥ O.d Nov 2) 

Evass, Evay, Barmoutb, Merionethshie, Coal Merchant 
Aberystwyth Pet Nov 18 Urd Nov 18 

“sy , Liverpool, Hatter Liverpiol Pet Nov 9 


Fiatr, a. and Faepgsicx Yuuses Norwich, B ok- 
binders Norwich Pet Novi9 Ord Noy 10 
Fow.se, Epwasp. m on fees, Carter Stockton oa 
Tees Pet Nov18 Ord Nov 1s 
Gangs. Francis Hensy, Bath Bath Pet Nov 20 Od 
ov 
Gam, Henay, Shirland 1d, West Kilburn, Beker High 
Court Pet Nov 18 Ord Nov 18 
Gairritas, Jacos, Queen's Ferry, Flint, Brewer Chaster 
Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 
Haut, Danrev Srexcer, Reedhan, Norfolk, Boat Builder 
Gt Yarmouth Pet Nov18 Ord Nov 18 
Hakgpaker, Tomas Sreruenson, and Evoir Harpaxes, 
Bradford, Wool Me-chants Bradfwd Pct Nuy 8 
H ee Bradford ~ dng H Keeper 
tncoz, Exiza Mary, ‘ori a ng House 
Bradford Pet Nov 19 Ord 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


24, 


FUND, LIMITED, 


MOORGATH ouneure, cae DOoOWM, 


ESTA BSLISHED 18 891. 





w.c. 


EX@€LUSIVE BUSINESS—LIGCENSED PROPERTY. 








LX 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING -MATTERS. 


®30 Appeais to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and 


supervision of the Corporation. 





X. 





~~ Suitable Insutance Clauses for iaserting ia Leases or Mortgages of Licepsed Peoperty, Settled by Counsel, will be sept , 
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n6 in the 


be heard 
ing mast 
dlitors are 
iculara of 
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ore asst 
singh 
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t Nov 6 


afer Bir 
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Bary 8 
Pet Nov 6 

Pet Nov 
ny Wagon 
rdiff Pet 
et Pyols 
Pet Oct 23 

Pet Nov 
e, Glam, 
2) 
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et Nov 19 
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a i Hotaas, Simson, W' , Botanical Beer Manu- | Mantm, W rey igh 
Waterlow Bros, & Layton, |i Sree woe | one te ate aa Bae Me Sar be 

LIMITED, Hvao, Cuar.es Henry, Redruth, Sa , Btable Mouroso, Jour, Torre, "Forguay, Bailder Dec 3 at 10.30 


94 & 25, BIRCHIN LANE, E.C. 


NOW READY. 


LEGAL DIARY 


ALMANAC, 
COMPLETE LEGAL DIRECTORY 


1908. 


Recoguized everywhere as the 
Best and Most Comprehensive 


Diary for Solicitors 
and Barristers. 














Prices: 3s. 6d., 58., Gs., and 8s, 64., 
according to Diary Space. 





JUST PUBLISHED. TENTH EDITION. 
Revisep axp CorrectrEep ur TO Darts. 
Demy 8vo, price 4. Gd. net, post-free, 


CONVEYANCING COSTS, 


THE SOLICITORS’ REMONERATION ACT, 4881, 
LAND REGISTRY ACTS, RULES, FEES, & COSTS. 


With COMPREHENSIVE TABLES shewing the Re- 
muneration under each head, and Introduction, 
Summary, Notes, Precedents, Appendix, and Decisions 
under the Acts; being a 


COMPLETE GUIDE TO THE SCALE OF CHARGES. 


By J. F. © BENNETT, 
Solicitor of the Supreme Court. 





JUST PUBLISHED. THIRD EDITION. 
Price 28. 9d. net, post-free. 


ESTATE DUTY 


AS IMPOSED BY 


THE FINANCE ACT, 1894, 
AND AMENDED BY SUBSEQUENT LEGISLATION 
(iacluding the Alterations effected bv the 
Finance Act, 1907). 


WIIH NOTES, 


By B. J. BADES, 
Manager in the Estate Duty Departmnt of Messrs, Waterlcw 
Bros, & Layton, Limited, 











JU3T PUBLISHED. ELEVENTH EDITION. 
Revisep Anp Corsgcrep Tro Dats, 
Price 2e. Od. net, post-free. 


THE STAMP LAWS 


AS CHARGED BY 
THE STAMP ACT, 1891, 


And Amended by subsequent Legislation ; with Schedule 
of Duties, Regulations as to Stamping, and Notes and 
as to Adjudications and General Practice, 


WATERLOW BROS. & LAYTON, pat 
% & 25, BIRCHIN LANE, E.C. 





Truro Pet Nov 20 "Ord Nov 20 
Jewett, Mary, Camborne, Cornwall, Fancy Milliner 
Truro Pet Nov 18 Ord Nov 18 
Joxgs, Janz, Derwen, Denbigh, Farmer’ Wrexham Pet 


ov18 Ord Nov i 
Jones, Witt1aM, Poutlott Glam, Confectioner Merthyr 
Pet Nov 19 Nov 19 


Jockey, Pavut Avovstus, Bromley, Licensed Victualler 
Croydon Pet Nov19 Ord Nov 19 


Larrap, P, Howley B.& — Fruiterer High 
Court Pet Oct 29 Ord N 

Lawson, J P, Star st, Sagwase be HighCourt Pet Sept 
20 Ord Nov 20 

Lixprigip, Harry Enaxest, Strood, Kent, Butcher 
Rochester Pet Nov19 Ord Nov19 


Maartix, Witiiam Henay, Stratford on Avon Coal Mer- 
am chant b pening 3 -~ Noy. 18 y Nov . . 4 
TCHELL, James McKune, Upper t,ar Pon Fe 
—— Victualler Pontypridd Pet Nov 20 Ord 

‘ov 20 


Momrorp, Joun, Torre, Torquay, Builder Exeter Pet Nov 
18 Ord Nov 18 
Orme, Jonn, Derby Derby Pet Nov19 Ord Nov 19 


ier i Wallsall, Saddler Walsall Pet Nov 15 
Nov 1 

Ray, Mowtacvur Tuomas, Sutton Coldfield, Saddler 
Birmingham Pet Nov 19 rd Nov 19 

Reoorp, Fs Frepericx Epwix, and Atraep Harry Reoorp, 

, Coal M Rochester Pet Nov 20 

Ord Nov 20 

Ricnarpson, Joux, Headingley, Leeds, Commercial Travel- 
ler Leeds Pet Nov 19 Ord Nov 19 

Rosz, Jonn Taomrs x, Castleford, Yorks, Underground 
Worker Sheffield "Pet Nov 19 ’ Ord Nov 19 

Rooker, Jonw Firzerssox, Althorpe, Anerley High 
Court Pet Sept 18 Ord Nov 18 

Rumsey, Joun Wit.iam, Northampton, Grocer Northamp- 
ton Pet Nov 18 Ord Nov 18 


—-. Joux Epwarp, Denton 
ww Francis Heyry, Rhyl, Flint Bangor Pet Nov19 





Lodge. 
armer Northampton Pet Nov 19 ee ed Ne 
Novy 19 


Scumersixnc, Danie., Golborne gdns, North ‘on, 
Baker High Court Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 
Suscrain, Wittiam Haraisox, Gt Grimsby, Painter Gt 


Grimsby Pet Nov19 Ord Nov 19 

es ~;  pompemomnens , Draper Bristol Pet Oct17 Ord 

‘ov 20 
Tuomas, L, Knighton, Siem, Innkeeper Leominster 
w oe Ord Nov 19 Cub Bes veh 3 
ALKEB, JoHN, Harrogate, Cal prietor () ‘et 

Nov19 OrdNovi9 

Ware, Epwarp ad Stratford, Grocer High Court 
Pet Oct 81 Ord Nov 18 

Weatutxas, Joszrn, Fochriw, Glam,Grocer Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Banxs, Cuarntes Henny, Yardley, Mee er Traveller 
Dec 2at12 191, Corporation st, ing’ 

Banger —— t EDwaxp, Worcester, ae Dee 2 at 11.30 

B O€ es, 11, ‘ood Kang Hill, 

EAL, whey ‘orw ' , Dra 

Dec 2 at 12 Bankruptey bidgs. = = 

Deneeees ALEXanDER Sypyey, er tord ‘TE Dec2at 12 14, 

Tow 

Bovesgy, Wactser Sauvet, Church Stretton, Salop, Tailor 
Dec 2 at 2.30 Off Rec, 22, Swan bill, Shrewsbu' 

Brown, Epcar James Las ee on Bea, Essex, Solicitor 
Dec2at3 14, Bedford 

Buttay, IsaBetie G a, Keestouns Park, Bournemouth 
Dec 2 at 2.30 Messrs Curtis & Son, 158, Old Christ- 
church rd, Bournemouth 

Butitupg, Gupert Mayes, Cromer Nov30at12 Off 
Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

CaLuizs, seen Chasetown, nr Walsall, Grocer Dec 3 at 
11.30 


ff Rec, Wolverhampton 
CuaRKk, AA Yeovil, Builder Dec  yppecage Off Rec, 
, Worcester, Pro- 


a City —s, Catherine st, on A 
aLLey, Gopragy Rvussstt, y 
vision Merchant Dee 2at 11.30 191, Corporation st, 
Dam) oy Bournemouth, Builder Dec 2 at 
Mersrs Curtis & Son, 158, Old Christchurch rd, 
aah 


Gou.pinc, Witt1am, Levenshulme, nr Manchester, Estate 


Agent Nov 30at 11 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Gaar, Haney, Shirland rd, West -) Baker Dec 2at 
G a rdTuon, Tout pand Glam, Serer) 

rs 'HOMAS, * iter Dec 3 
at 11 Off Rec, Post hes 


ean’ Tuomas Graney ae oe Hagpaxer, 
ts Dec2at 11 Off Reo, 29, 
Manor row, a 


Hicks, ALFRED Wi.iau, Wolverhampton, Builder Dec 8 
te , Boarding House Keeper 
acon, Exiza Many ouse 
11.3) Off Reo, 29, Manor row, Bradford 
Hor.s, Eowarp James, Land; Hants, Builder Dec 3 
at3 Off Reo, ——_ Fone, Highs st, Portemouth 
Huosow. *-s> Hawkesbury, Coventry, 
Clerk Dec 2'at2 Off Rec, 8, High st, Coventry 
1agLanp, Arruus, Truro, Assistant School Teacher Dec 2 
at 1230 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 


Joskey, Paut Avavetus, Bromley, Licensed Victualler 


a 132, York r Westminster Bridge 
G, Joun Rexwes, », Brixham, Smackowner 
2 ¥ 3 The Bolton Hotel, Brixham 





Na von, Oxanies Jamas, Queen oy pce dered 

Punvis, Anos, Waleall, Walsall, daddler “Dee 8 at 12.90 Of Be, 

Ru J Fitrze x Data 
—— OnN 1BBON, Bldg Caer Anerley 

Soumeisine, Darts, Colborae es Eat, Recon 

ae ry, ——— = Beerseller Nov A 


Water, Jour, ——- 4 Sat 12.15 





Off Rec, The Red «te = 
Wms! a James, Leyton rd, , Dec 
1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Fa 
ABRABA’ Baawerr, White Lion st, Spitalfields High 
Court’ Pet July 18 Ord Nov 19 
Aoegae, Dupiey Ricaarp, Park st High Court Pet 
Bept 26 Nov 19 
Bearer, Corin Sisocarr = Rectory In, Furzedown 
, Streatham, Credit Dra Wandsworth Pet Oct 
Bes 4 Oud Bev ». 
* uRL, Church Stretton, Salop, Tailor 
Shrewsbury “Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 18 
Baewse, Haary, Felsham, Bury 8t 
Edmunds Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 
Baoox, ALpget, Beech Barbican, Fur Merchant High 
Court Pet Oct7 Nov 19 
Cantey, Wii.14m, Holeut, Beds, Farmer Luton Pet Nov 
18 Ord Nov 18 


Daven, one, = Lianharan, Glam, Collier Cardiff Pet 


pt) 
Deters, Groaer, ‘Rushden, Northampton, Boot Manu- 
fnctuven Northampton Pet Oct1i Ord Nov 20 
Fisherman 


ane, Jaume, Ph o— Plymouth Pet 
Evans. oy Daxian Soe WS _ Gm, 
‘beravon Nov 20 Ord Nor 
Evans, Labourer 
Al wyth “Pa Novis 0 a Nore 
Evans, Jons, Liverpool, Clothier Liverpool Pet Novy 19 
Ord Nov 19 


Frart, Taomas, and Farperick Youres, Norwich, Book- 
binders Norwich Pet Nov19 Ord Nov 19 
Fow ter, — Stockton oa Tees, Carter Stockton on 


Nov 18 peck ob A 
Bristol, Photographer Bristo 
Gare Josars, and Caries ow —w 
Cussernee, b Sane, Sete Ferry, Flint, Brewer Chester 


Gissor, Spcene, B 
G hag ~~ Se” Lt PR High 
aiv, Henny, 
Court Pet Nov 18 ee w 
Gravel Merchants Nottingham ~* 
Ord Nov 16 
Haut, ose Spence: Resfham, Betts orfolk, Boat Builder 
sz; Damme Pet Nov 18 Ord Nov 18 


Harpaxken, Sreruznson, and Encar Haapax 
Nov io Wool Merchant Pet Nov 19 
Hizocor, or 18 Ord Kor Busting House Keeper 
fad Pet i Nov 19 
Hopes, , *. = a ‘Westminster, 
Hupsox, Taouas, Haw mt Pet a ety, Call 7 Weigh 
Clerk Cov: Pet Novis Ord Nov 18 


Huoo, Caarues y, Redruth, 
Truro Pet Nov 20. ‘Ord Nov 20 
Davis, Waldon New Commercial rd 
we Gourt. Bet Os 30 Ona Nov 0" me 
Ww wang Cornwall, Fancy Milliner Truro 
* Pet Nov God Her ig 


una te Farmer Wrexham Pet 
Nov18 Ord Nov 


Jonzs, Wan, Pols, Som, Cuttiente Merthyr 


Seema Pav. Apesveat, Bromley, Victualler 
Croydon Pet Nov * ond Now io 
Livprietp, Hansy mst, Strood, Kent, Batcher 
Nov19 Ord Nov 19 
Maztis, Wesaees Hewny, Stratford on Avon, Ooal 
Sten _ —_ ei Nov 18 Ord Nov 18 
AMES ‘UNE. nr 
com Pontypridd Pet Nov 


Mecsn, Grorcz Heyry Jonx, Blomfield ter, Harrow rd 
High Court Pet Sept 24 Ord Nov 16 
Momporp, Jouy, ee Torquay, Builder Exeter Pet 
oO ei pane Derby Pet Nov19 Ord Nov 19 
EME, 
Margate, Grocer 


Peansos, RY 
Oot 16 Ord Nov 26 
rom, 28 van, Saddler Walsall Pet Nov 15 


Nov 15 
Pows1, ee) oe Ben, See, Carriage Builder 
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Sarsow, Faancis Henny, Rhyl, Flint Bangor Pet Nov 19 
Nov 19 
Scamueisina, Damizt, Golborne gins, North Kensington, 
Baker High Court Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 
Sixccaim, Wittiam Harrison, Gt Grimsby, Painter Gt 
Grimsby Pet Nov19 Ord Nov 19 
Torrsnnam, Bearsrorp Pataicx Stuart Catcutox Lortvs, 
lebone rd, Marylebone, Money Lender High 
Court Pet Aug 13 Ord Nov 16 
Totter, Wiiitam Ferpericx, and Cnartes Epowarp 
Fivier, Hewitt st, Cartain rd, Shoreditch, Moulding 
Manufacturers High Court Pet Nov6 Ord Nov 21 
bate -y —_ es ate,Cab Proprietor York Pet Nov 
‘ov 
Wages, Josxrn, Fochriw,Glam, Grocer Merthyr Tydfil 
‘ov20 Ord Nov 20 








Where difficulty is experienced in procuring 
the Souicirors’ JOURNAL AND WEEKLY 
REPORTER with regularity it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher, at 
27, Chancery-lane. 








j AY. — — Managing Conveyancing Clerk, 

seventeen years’ varied experience, Desires Change ; 
used to Interviewing Clients and acting with little super- 
vision ; fair salary.— Orrer, 17, Hathaway-road, Croydon. 


—— ITOR, age 31, Desires Clerkship, 
with a view to Partnership, or would Purchase a 

Small Practice.—Address A. B., care of *' Solicitors’ Journal 

and Weekly Reporter ’’ Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


C. WHITHAM, Solicitors’ AUDITOR 
and COSTSMAN.—56, Wellclose-mount, Leeds, 








Pepe ery: and Intelligent Mail Clerk, 
age about 20, Required by City Solicitors,—Apply 
by letter in own handwriting. stating experience, to 
J. Ag P., care of Bates, Hendy, & Co., 51, Cannon-street, 
E. 








FEOTST BETS. — The HIGHER 
EGRAPH SERVICES afford SPLENDID 
OproRTUNITIES to youths and young men not over 23 
For a moderate premium, PERMANENT 
TS, at commencing salaries of from £150 
with PENSIONS, are secured by the 
Training College, Ltd., for its Students 
ears, and the only Institution of = ~— 

e principal Cable and Wireless Te — © 
Sete  Peenty - a Appointments secu ro 
LAST EIGHT MONTHS. 
TELEGRAPHY a Speciality AND ALL 
BYaTEMS TAUGHT. The strictest investigation is 


invited as regards bona fides.—Apply for New Lllustrated 
1 raaeel to Manacer (8.), Morse House, Earl’s-court, 


YURVEYOR’S ARTICLED PUPIL. — 
There is a V for a Pupil in the Office of a 
a Surveyor, old-established Town and Country Prac- 
premium for three years’ articles. —Apply S.A. P., 
= * Boliators’ Journal and Weekly Reporter’’ Office, 27, 
Chancery-lane, W.C. 


AW COSTS.—Testimonial: ‘‘ Aug. 30th, 
1907.—_Mr. HARCOURT SMITH has just completed 

the drafting of a complicated bill of costa in the windin 

up of a considerable estate to our entire satisfaction, an 
we have no hesitation in recommending him to other 
members of our profession for similar work.’’— Apply, 
Hancovurt 1 eae Partnership Agent, &c., 61, Chancery- 


AW.—GREAT SAVING. — For prompt 
at per cent. will be taken off the following 











per sheet. 
per 20 folios. 
per folio. 
per sheet. 
folio. 
#4. ditto 


Abstracts Copied 
Briefs and Drafts 

Deeds Round Hand 

Pell Copies ; 
PAPER.—Foolscap, 1a. “per 
Parchment, 1s. 6d. to 3s. 6d. per 
KERR & LANHAM, 16, Furnival-street, Holborn, E.C. 


. a. 
8 
3 
2 
2 


one 


pe 
skin. 
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PLEASURE CRUISES 
TO SUNNY LANDS 


"ORIENT, COMPANY’S 
Ss. “ORIENT,” 


5,453 tons; 7,500 horse power, 
Sist January to 10th February. 
12th February to 13th March, 
14th March to 1¢th April, 
GREECE. 1ith April to 23rd April. 


Managers: F. GREEN & CO. and ANDERSON, ANDER- 
SON, & CO., London, For passage apply to the latter 
firm at 5, 5, Fenchurch-avenue, E.C., or 28, Cockspur-street, 
8 


BRAND'S 
MEAT JUICE 
FOR INVALIDS. 


Prepared from the Finest Meat only. 
In Flasks, price 2/8. 
SOLD EVERYWHERE. 
BRAND & CO., Limited, MAYFAIR, W. 


PORTUGAL, 
MOROCCO. 
BALEARIC 








SOLICITORS’ DEED BOXES. 
Prices from 6/6 each. 


Mfastrated List Free on application. 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER, Ltd., 


191 & 192, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. 


seen EPPS’S tins ony. 


SORENESS AND DRYNESS. 
HOARSENESS, TICKLING AND IRRITATION. 


THROAT COUGH 


SOFTEN AND CLEAR THE VOICE. 
ALWAYS EFFECTIVE. 


2 —JUJUBES—13:2° 


pm EPPS & C©O., Ltd., Homoopathic Chemists 
London. 


UDGE ROW, Cannon-street (close to the 
Station).—TO LET, a SUITE of Five very New 
ROOMS on first floor, with lift. — adel to Messrs. 
Wacker & Son, 22, Moorgate-street, E. 


YOUND INVESTMENT for £2,000. — Six 

per Cent. First Mo: e Debentures ; Industrial 

Business; seven years’ audi’ accounts ; Directorship if 
desired.— Messrs. Cov TTs, Bourns, & Bovuayg, **Oonah’”’ 








AND 











Daeg by POST, £20 to £5.000 on note 
of hand, without sureties; information and terms 
; no charge whatever unless advance made. ones, 


Offices, 19-21, Moorgate-street, London, E.C. 
hand- 


ACHELOR’S ROOMS Vacant; 
somely furnished ; ue position facing park ; 7 ~ 

aspect; every modern comfort; references gentlemen 
—c. BR, Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly 





ce, Tas Miptawp Discount Co., Lrpv., L 


ADAME TUSSAUD'S EXHIBITION.— 

The most popular, interesting, ee and 

inoupenaive ve House o Entertainment in FE- 

LIKE PORIRAIT MODELS of H.1.M, the EMPEROR 

of GERMANY, T. Sh nae KING and ae SPAIN, 
the Crowned 





Music. 
Tableaux Scenes, &c. Afternoon Teas. Children’s rae 
Admission 1s. ; children under 12, 6d, Open 10 till 


ASKELYNE and DEVANT’S 
MYSTERIES, 8t. George’s Hall, W.—Daily at 3 and 


8, Mr. Maskelyne’s ‘‘ Spectres of the Sanctum,” transparent 
human forms Sects become hae and gg 


+ yt -— Lb 
"Phone, 1545 Mayfair. 








! pers 


Reporter ’’ Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


m.0 CAPITALISTS. — Old-established 

hy and Government Contractor Wishes to 

000 to £3,500, fully secured on 400ft. frontage 

Plote on fine public road, and on other 

equally so —_— to quote lowest interest 

req’ Solicitors’ oe and Weekly 
sarees” Offies, Chancery-lane, W 


RILL’S BRIGHTON BATHS COM- 

PANY.—Wanted to PURCHASE fiom 10 to 50 

SHARES in this Company, for which 40s. per Share will be 

paid. The Advertiser (who is a Shareholder) will only 
Bankers: Lond 


on 
County Bank (Southwark and Brighton) .—. Apply to J. H. 
BILuinGuurst, Borough High-street, Bridge 





Borro 
Frechold f Shop 





When called upon to advise 
as to Legacies, please do not 
forget the claims of 


Tne MIDDLESEX 
HOSPITAL 


Which is urgently in need of funds for 
its humane work. This includes, besides 
the work among in-patients and ont. 
patients usual to a large General 
London Hospital, the maintenanes 
of a Convalescent Home at the 
seaside (found to be so necessary in 
many cases to complete the healing work 
begun in the Hospital), and the im. 


portant work of Cancer Research © 
and the reception ina Special Wing 3 
of patients suffering from Cancer, whe — 
may remain there until death puts an ~ 


end to their sufferings. 


Tre Mippiesex Hosprrat, 
Lonpon, W. 





Telephone: 602 Holbora, 


EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT — 


Founpep 1x THe Reien ov Wittiam & Mary, 1689, 
ROBE COURT 
MAKERS. TAILORS, 
To H.M. THE KING & H.M. THE QUEEN, 


e 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


LBVBB SUITS IN CLOTH & VBLVET. 


¥ 


Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks, & Coroner, © 


CORPORATION § UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 








The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900. 
AUTHORITY _ 


BY 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate uss, ~ 


Ssarze CERTIFICATES, by a ae pn &c., So, neta sat 
printed. OrriciaL Szas 


Solicitors’ rr ae Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO, 


a4 
BY. 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &t, : 


49, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner of 
Serjeant’ Inn). 


Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 








y or by letter, 








